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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

a On September 24, 1981,'theDepartment of Education submitted an'initial-

report to the Congress on :the Definition of Indian.. iThiti report

Contained comprehensive i2format1on on Federal and State-trecognized

tribes, as well as valuable expressions of the views of members of

Indian communities. However, for reasons set forth:in Appendix A, the

estimates of Indian children in this earlier report could.not be

endorsed. Accordingly,.furtfier work was undertaken which has resulted
1

in the present feport.

Using new information from the 1980 Census, plus data obtained this .

year from a speciral study of Indian Student Certification Forms on

file in local education agencies participating in the Part A Indian

Education Program, the Revised Report presents estimates which respond

to the following points in the statutory mandate:

o number of Indian children eligible and 'served under Part A

of the Indian Education Att;

o consequences of eliminating descendants in the second degree; and

o Otfier options for changes fn the definition'and their conseiluences.

While the estimates presented in this report are based on sound methods

and the beSt available data, their accuracy is'nonetheless opeh to

question. The reason for:this is that there existsodo-singlestandard

for judging the ttue-number of Indians. Evidence on this point .

constitutes one of the major findings of our study. On the apparently

simple question of the number of Indian children ages 5 to 17, our

analysis of the Census data indicates the following:

o More than half-the increase between 1970 and 1980 in the number

of school-age Indian children is attributable to changes in

reporting of race froth non-Indian to Indian fpr thdividuals ages

0 to 7 in 1970 and 10-1X in 1980. (Table 1 of Appendix C)

o For 23 States, the 19'80 sample estimate of Indian race children

exceeds the corresponding complete-count figure by 10 percerit

or more. We conclude from this that the Census race question more

often elicited'an "American Indian" response when it was one of

th re t '50.questions on the sample questionnaire than whep

it s ne just 7 questions on the short-form questionnaire.<_

(Table 1 Appendlx D) f
o Substantial numbervbf school-age children are reported to be

only,of Indian ancestry (i.e., with no second, non-Indran ancestry

indicated), but not of the'indian race. 'In 11 States, the number

of such children was more than twice the number of Indian race

children. (Tab.le 10 of Appendix D)
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Executive Sumffiary (Continued)

6-

o The behavior of State-level census .statistics for Indian children '
in the last two respects just noted is significantly related to:
(1) the proportion that Indian race children represent of all
school-age Children in the State, (2). the percent of Indian race
cilildren for whom:a tribal affiliation was reported, and (3) the
percent of Indian children from homes'where an Indian language
is regularly spoken. (Table 4 of Appendix C)

Based on this and_other evidence presented, the report reaches the
following conclusions conderning the relation-of definitions to counts
of Indian children:

o The term Indian has no singular meaning. Counts obtained in
response to the same question Vary signifiCantly over tile, .

in response to the context in which the question is asked, and
as a-fanction of the social characteristics of local Indian
populations.

. o Efforts to stabilize Indian counts by:means of added precision
in the qt.testions relied on for identifying Indian ctildren are
likely to have just the optiosite effect, because complex
queitions produce confusion, with the result that responses
become even less predictable.,

Concerning the impact of these problems of instability in counts of
Indian children on,the Part A Program, the report presents two findings-
that offer some'reassurance: between 1976 and 1980,'growth in Part A
participation was greatest' in those States where Indian count,are most
stable, and as of 1980, these same States as.a group had the highest
participation rates (Tables 2-6 and 3-3). Other evidence shows that
the educational.disadvantagement of Indian children (as measured by
poverty rates, school dropout rates, and use of an Indian language),is
less severe in States characterized by lower Part A participation etes
and less stable counts of In4ian children (Table 5-1).

The report contains no proposals,involving the Secretary of Education's
. exercise of his discretionaty authority under clause (4) of the statutory
definition of Indian (Section 453(a).of Public Law 92-318, as amended;
20 U.S.C. 1221h), and no recommendations concerning changes in that
definition. However, as noted in,the report (page 13);40the Secretary
is commited to making recommendations to the Congress concerning
possible changes in the statutory definition .of Indian before_the end
of this calendar year (1982), and timely public'comment on dike report
is therefore being solicited.- 7
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.CHAPTER I: PURPOSE, BACKGROUND, AND $COPEIOF THE STUDY

A. The Legislative Mandate

Section 1147 of the Education Amendments of 1978 (P.L. 95-561) added

the following as subsection (b), to Sect1dh'453 of the Indian Education

Act (Title IV of Pi..92-318):

"...The Assistant ats_retdry of Health, Education, and Welfare for
Education, in consiiNktion with'Indian tribes, national Indian. %

organizations,Jind the Secretary of the Interior, shall supervise
a thorough study and analysis of the definitiOn of Indian contained
in subsection (a) and-submit a report on the results of such stud.y.
and analysis to Congress 11E later than January 1, 1980. Such

study and analysis shall include, but not be limited to--

"
,

(1) an identification of the total number of Indian children being

served under this title;

(2) an identitication of the number,of Indian children eligible and .

served under each of the four clauses of such definition in

such subsection;
7

(3) an evaluation of the consequences of,eliminating descendants
in the second degree from the terms of such de inition, or of
specifying a final-date by which tribes, bands, and groups
must be recognized, or Of both;

(4) other options for changes in the terms of such definition and

an evaluation of the consequences of such changes, together

with supporting data;

(5) recommendations with respect to criteria for use by the Commissioner

umAer the rulemaking-authority contained in cladse (4) of such

subsection;

On September 24, 1981, the Department of Education subAtted to the Congress

an initial report on the Indian Definitin Study containingyaluable

expressions of views obtained from membe s of Indian communities at fourteen

public'hearings, as well aswritten testiony, statements of official

posit(ons from Indian organizations, and information on federally recognized

and non-federally recognized tribes. In his transmittal letter, however,

Secretary Bell indicated that the Department of Education was unable to
A
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endorse the report's estimates, and 'was, accordingly, undertaking,further

t

analysis based on more accurate information.

results of the Department's further analysis,

'i'

conclusions should be 'regarded as supplanting .

submitted reehrt.

B. Background of tite Legislative Mandate

t
This report contains the

and its estimates and

those of the previously

The history of the Indian Education program, culminating in a mandate

for a study Of the definition of Indian, covers a span of jusç ten years.

In this period, the attention of Congreag and the nation* was fo used on

the unmet needs of Indianichildren, a new program was created o
.

.

comprehensively address those needs, the program came under critical

review (and restrictive changes.were propoded), and, finally a\legislative

compromise was reached which left the' scope af the program unchanged but

called for further study and recommendations. Each of these phases of

the program's history is.described below.

Documentation of unmet needs

In 1968,.in response to widespread concern among Indians and others about

the cohditions of Indian educationAp the United States, the SenateC

Committee on Labor,and Publidb'WelPfare formed the Subcompittee on Indian

Education with Senator Robert F. Kennedy as chairMan, to study all ).

aspects of Indian education in the,United States. Following an extensive

series of hearings around the country, visits to Federal and local public
`1..*

schools serving Indian Children, review of testimony from Indian'

organizations and interested State and Federal.agencies, and an examination

2
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bf all available data, the Subcommittee issued a-report, entitled:

Indian Education: A National Tragldy - A Natlonal Challenge, (1969).

In this report, the Subcommittee d ciared that the national policies for
,

d education of American Indians were "a failure of major proportions," and

documented,high dropout rates and low achievement among Indian students,

9

inadequate levels of expenditure for their books and other instructional

materials, and a serious lack of attention LI the social and emotional

,needs of Indian students in the public schools. Nhile Indian education

is receiving some Einancial assistance through Public Law 81-874," the

report.said, "it is hardly enough to provide students with an equal

4ducational opportunity."' The report also presented a long list of

recommendations for legislative and admihistrative action to restructure

and reform Inglian edUcation. Among these was a recommendation that "Theee

be presented totthe Congress a comprehensive Indian education act to meet

tile special edUcation needs of Indians.both in the Federal schools'and in

the public schools."2

Adoption of a broad approach to service

In response to this rec

9

ation
4
an Indian Education bill was introduced

imthe Senate on September 23; IWO (S. 4388). This bill authorized

grants to local education agencies (LEAs) for a broad range of projects

a

designed to improve educational services to any child "who is an enrolled

member of a tribe, band, or other organized group of Indians, or who is

d.descendant-of any such member." On February 25, 1971, the proposed

1 Senate Report No. 91-501,
U.S. Senate, November,12,°1.969, p. 33858.

..

p. 54, quoted in the Congressional Record,

2 's4enate Report No. 91-501' ,

U.S. Senate, February 25,

p. 110, Auoted in the Congressional Record,

1971, p..3945.

3
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act was amended to become a part of S. 659, the_Higher Education Abt of

1971,with only a few changes. The definitiPn of Indian was expanded to

1.0
include "any individual who is an enrolled member of a tribe, band, or

other,organized group of ;ndians, or' who is A descendant-of any, such

member or who is donsidered by the Secretary of the.Interiapr to be an

Indian."

When S.,659 was reported by the Senate Committee on Labor and Public

Welfare on August 3, 1971, the definition had once again been changed.

The term "Indian" for the purposes of the?Indian Education Act now read:

Any individual who (1),is an enrolled member of a tribe, band,
or other organized zroup of Indians, including those tribes,
bands, or groups terminated since 1940 and those recognized now
or in the faure by the State in which they reside, or who is a
descendant, in the first or second,degree, of any such member, or
(2) is considexed by the Secretary of. the Interiorto be an Indian
for any purpose, or (3) is an Eskimo or Aleut,tor other Alaska
Native, or (4) is determined to be an Indian under regulations

r

promulgated by,the Commissioner, after consultation with the National
Advisory Council on Indian Education, welch regulations shell
further define the term "Indian."3

The intent was to'be inclusive rather than exclusive in the definition

of eligibl children, a point further emphasized in the Committee's report:

"One general,princip]le which applies tp the range of Indian
education amendments in this bill is that programs are addressed
to all Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts in this country.' These
provlsions recognize that as to. urban Indians, terminated tribes,
and other non-federal Indians, there,exists a responsibility on
'the part # the Federal government--at minithum,*remedial in nature--

- to provid educational assistance. Both the termination policies
of the 19 Os. and the continuing relocation programs have intensified
.the impoverishment and educational depriVation of many of the
so-called,non-federal IndiAns. Thus, the grant and entitlement
provisions of this.bill, by applying to all Is:diens, are direpted
in part at remedying the consequences past Federal plicies
and programs."4

-
-1 Education Amendments'of 1971.,,,Report.9f the Committee on Labor and Pubtic

Welfare on S. 659, Senate Report No.- 92-.346, August 3, 1971, p. 253.,

4 Education Amendments of 1971, Report of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare on S. 659, Senate Report No. 92-346, August 3, 1971, p. 94.

4
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After minor amendments designed to further, amplify this comprehensive

9

appvach, the Act was signed into law on June 23, as Title IV of the

BducatiO1 Amendments'of 1972 (P.L.,92-318).
4

Review and criticism

The new program was vulnerable to criticism on two points. First, while

the amount of an LEA's krant was toibe baked on the tbtaf number of.Indian

students enrolled, the LEA was under no obligation to ensure that all

those students benefited. Second,,Cith virtually no guidelines for counting

61ig'ible children, LEA's sometimes relAirted numbers that were inconS,istent

or highly questionable.

Both of these .points figured prinently in a .Gii0 report submitted to the

Congress on March 14, 1977. One of the examples provided.in*the report described

six LEAs with Indian enrollments'totaling 11,700, whew o4ly 4,700 (40 percent)

of these children were in schools actually served by projects addressing the

education of Indian children (Part A of the Indian Education Act). Among the .

six LEAs, the'proliortion of children available to be served ranged from 12

to 67 percent. The GAO team also found three cases (out of twelie reviewed)
,

where the,reported figure fOr'Indian enrollment more than doubled in s

-
single year, resulting in proportionat increases in the size of their

Part A.grants. Commenting on these fin ngs, the Holise Education and

Labor Committee report on H.R. 15 sta

At present, the definition of " ndian" is sbAbroad that the
Comtittee has seen the abuse in the counting of.children who
sire eligible to partic4pate under the program and the
inability of- program,geople in the Officeiof Education to
effectively monitor thb participation in this program or evaluate
its results.5 rj

5 House Report No. 95-1137, p. 126.

1

5 .
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7 The COMmittee recominended tight:ning the,defiitiO:byeliminating

descendants in the second degree.

Compromise and further study.
: :. .

.0n July 13, 1978, Congressman Quipe of Minnesota successfully spone704._-

.
i *11'

an amendment on the House floor which deleted the C mitte7es proposed.
.

. ,li;,;
exclusion of seconddegree descendante,.and left tlie-Aefinition aS eruinfOli

In 1972. In lieu of the. Committeets change, Quie's amendment,reeulted inJI;

three new settions in P.L. 95-561: (1) Section 1147. mandating_a study Cf.'thq.i

definition of Indian to be conducted by the Assistant Secretary of Eduee4on;:.

(2) SeCtion 1148, establishing requirements.regarding the kinde of da*

to be collected in verifying a child's eligibility under a t A; and (1)

a new Section 1149 establishing a method.of monitoring Per A projects

(tolling audits).6

C. The Previously Submitted Report

The study mandated by Section 1147'was forwarded to Congress on

, ASeptember 24, 1981, but in his transmittal letter Secretary Bell stated

that:the Department of Education could not endorseithe report as presenting

41,

an "accurate or complete_description of the size of Indian groups." The:

reasons given for this lack of confide, in the report's,estimates

included relianCe on "faulty information%" "weak or even incorrect"

methodology, and conflicting evidence which had just become available

from the 19810 Census. In concluding, the Secretary indicated that stepa

would be taken to correct the report's inadequacies and that a further

report would be submitted in about one year':a

6 Congressional Reel, House, July 13, 1978, pp. H6600-H6662.
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A deeailed analysis of errors affecting the estimates of the previous

report is presented in APpendix A. The consequencei'Of thcAe errors,

relative_ to the report's f4ndings on major paints of interest to the

Congress, will also Se noted in relevant sections of the next three chapters.
^

Here we limit ourselves to a brief description of three major problems

affecting the earlier report's estimates, indicating in each case, the

new sources of information.which we relAiOn for making trhe necessary

acorrections.

Inflated projections- of sehool-age Indian children'

'In the absence of information from the 1980 Censusl. the previous'report

_ degended on projeetions for 1980,-bised on data from.the 1970. Census,

information on birt0s, and certain assumptions about shifts in-racial

iidentificatiaw. Demographic analysis suggested that the_proje
\ed

figure

of 495,600 Indian children (ages 5-17) was impossibly high,:and thi
1

was

.
confirmed by early results from the 1980 Census which indicated a total count

of 405,800 for this group. Accordingly, ehe-Department arranged toihave

fr

'the Bureau of the Census produce a set of special tabulations for school-

age Indians, and it is on these results that our estimates rely/.

Incomplete sampling universe

To estimate the number of Indian enrollments in public schoolrdistricts
4, \

not participating in the Part A program, the previous report relied on A

special sample of,districts represented in an Office of /ndian Education

file. This "Part Ari, file contained information on about 2,500 non-Part A

. districts with Indian enrollments, but subsequent comparisons with the

1976 Office of Civil Rights Directory of Public Elementary ind Secondary

School Districts indicate that the actua'i number of such distriets is
.

close to 5,900. In this rei)Ort,.we rel

7

12
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information on Indian enrollments in unserved districts, and as a result,

our estimates itre.higher by about 32,500.

Defective questions dealing with first- and second-degree descent

1 4
Although the Part A districts surveyed by the previous study. were a

valid sample (since all suFh districts were included in the Part A file),

the questiona-1.delettng.with numbers of children (1) "conetdered Indians

only by virtue of their natural parents" (and (2) grandparents) were

logically defective. Specifically, districts were asked to account for all

their Indian enrollments under these two headings (plus a residual c4egory

for adoptions, foster childrenoetc.), where they should have been asked

to account for only children who were not members of a tribe in their own

right. Apparently most districts in the sample complied with this

illogical requirement, because tabulations of the sample returns (contained

in Appendix A of the previous report) indicate that first- and second-degree

descendants account for 99 percent of the total Indian enrollments in

Part A districtt.

To obtain valid estimates of second-degree deseendants"specifically

called for in the study mandate--ihe Department decided to collect new

evidence. Accordingly, individual student certification forms ("5D6"

forms)9on file in a national sample of 116 Part A districts were examined

in the spring of 1982 and their contents systematically recorded.. A full

description of the sample and methodology involven this work is contained

in Appendix B. The main findings are presented in Chapter II, and these

findings are further assessed for their impaCations in thoncluding

section of Chapter IV.
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D. Limitations of tfie Present Study

Specific 1imitatiens of the present study are discussed bekow, under

headiags taken from the language of the;legislative mandate quoted in

full on page 1.

"Identification...of Indian children served under this Title."

The-Indian Education Act authorizes three basic programs--Part A

Grants to Local Education Agencies and Indian-dontrolled Schools,

Yart B Special Projects for Indian Students, aad Part-C Special Projects
Or

for Indian Adults. Indian.children may receive services under Patts

A and B, but the present study focuses exclusively on participation

in Part A, since this program accounts for;'.Xhe greatest portion'of

services provided to Indian children.

4

"Number df Indian children eligible and served..."

Three progressively restricted meanings of "eligible" may be distinguished:

k'
. .

(1) children who qualify as Indian undex the statutory definition,

(2) only such children as are enrolled in LEAs or Indian-controlled

schools eligible for Part A Grants (generally interpreted as excluding

Indian children enrolled,in LEAs having fewer than 10 Indian students,

as well as those enrolled in privately controlled schools), and
ace

(3)"Indian children.enrolled in LEAs or Indian-controlled schools

participating in the Part A program.
\

Following the example'of the previous report, the present

study undertakes to estimate numbers of eligible children

under all three interpretations--that is, school-age Indian

children, Indian children in LEAs eligible for Part A grants, and

49



Indian children in LEAs actually receiving Part A grants. Here it

should be noted that estimates'of the last group have sometimes been

described as "served."

, 0
A stricter interpretation of "served," however, would refer to Indian

children who actually receive services or other benefits from activities

supported by Part A funds within the local school district. Fikd

visits and reports suggest that this is a meaningful distinction,

especially in large districts. While Part A grant allotments are

based on a district's total.Indian enrollment, actual services may be

provided only in schools 4ith significant concentrations of Indian

students. Thus, some eligible students in districts receiving Part A

funds may go unserved.

A

Unfortunately, this report has no new information to offer on the

subject of the numbers or proportions of Indian students actually

served within Part A districts as these data are not uniformly collected

or reported. In an analysis presented later, we will display the

quantitative implications of the Previous study's finding on this

point, but we continue to have very serious misgivings about the..

special survey (discussed in Appendix A) which ptoduced this estimate.

"Eligible and served under each of the four clauses" (of the definition)

The four clauses referred to here appear in the statutory definition,

as follows:
,

"Section 453(a). For purposes of this title, the term "Indian"
means any individual who (1) is a member of a tribe, band, or
other organized group of Indians, including those tribes, bands,

10 1 5



or groups terminated since 1940 ant\ehose recognized by the State
in which they reside, or who.is a desdendant, in the first or
second degree, of any such member, or (2) is considered by.the
Secretaryof the Interior to be an Indian for any purpose, or
(3) is,an Eskimo or Aleut or, other Alaska Native, or (4) is ,

determined to be an Indian under regulations promulgated by the
Commissioner, after consultation with the National Advisory Council
on Indian Education, which regulations,shall further define the
term "Indian."7

Since criteria employed by the Secretary of the Interior are considerably

more restrictive than Clauses 1 and 3, and since the U.S. Commissione'cr

of Education never issued regulations further defining the term "Indian,"

only two clauses- apply, and as a practical matter, this amounts to

distinguishing between Eskimos, Aleuts, or other Alaska natives, on

the one hand, and all other children qualifying under the first clause,

on the other.. Using data from the "506" Indian Certification Forms

on file in a sample of Part A districts in the Spring of 1982, we are

able to estimate the size oB both groups of eligible children in
i
the

Part A universe: Using the 1980 Census data on race and school enrollment,

we can present estimates of both groupd in public schools outside the

Part A universe. Unfortunately, no information is available on-the

numbers or woportions of children in these.two groups,who actually

received services.

"Consequences of eliminating desdendants in the second degree"

Here again,,, our estimates rely on the sample of.506 forms just mentioned,

so our examination of consequences is limited tdsa consiieration of,

7 Public Law 92-318, as amended; 20 U.S.C. 1221h.
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the relative numbers of such children, and chaeacteristics j)f Part A

districts which would be most affected by such a change in the statutory

definition.

"Other options for changes...and their consequences"

By making extensive use of the 1980 Census data on Indians, and comparing

estimates from this source with school reports (made to the Department's

(Offioe for Civil Rights) and to figures based on Part A applications,

we provide a basis for evaluating the consequences of a definition

which gives official standing to parental representati$g concerning

the race of the child, since this essentially, is the operational

definition of "Indian" employed by the Censu4 Specifically, a child

is of the Indian race if the household informant completing the Census

-form so represents the child, and one Of the parents ie generally,the

household informant. \

"Recommendations with respect to (new) criteria for Use by the Commissioner"

As noted above, clause (4) of the statutory definition authorized the

Commissioner of Education to promulgate regulations further defining

the term "Indian" and, by implication, to extend recognition as Indians

to groups not qUalifying under the first three clauses. The

A('

1978 Education Amendments directed the Assistant Secretary-for Education

(of the then Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) to conduct

a study'of the definition of Indian, and up to that time, the Commissioner

had made no use of the discretionary authority contained in clause (4).

Accordingly, it seemed appropriate to the Congress to ask the

Assistant Secretary for Education to also make re6ommendations with

1 7
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respect to the Commissioner's exercise of this authority. However,

A
uader the reorganization act whic created the Departmet of Education,

the Secretary of Education acquired the riihts and obligations of

both officers, and thus is under the obligaiion of making recommendations

concerning his exercise of the discretionary authority, originally

given toethe CommissionerA

I

The present report contains no proposals involving the Secretary's

exercise of his discretionary authority under clause (4), and no

recommendations concerning changEls in the existing statutory definition.

On the latter point, however, it should be noted that the Secretaty

is coinmitted to making recommendations to the Congreas concerning-

possible changes Ln the statutory definition of Indian before the_end

100

of this calendar year (19820.8 prior to making these recdmmendations,

*public comment on the present report will be solicited and garefully

weighed. Thus, the present report is limited to an exatination of '

current evidence beariftg on eligibility and service under Part A

of the Indian Education-Act, based on alternative measures'and

definitions.

In his letter of February 12, 1982, to the Cflairmen of the Hodse and Senate

Committees on Appropriations, Secretary Bell described plans to obtain

new data from the 1980 Census .and a special study of,"506" certification

forms. He then went on to state: "Data from these sources will become
available for analysis between March and August. Accordingly, we are

confident of being able to present revised estimates to the Congress

this fall. My recommendations concerning any needed changes or
alternatives in the current definition will be submitted before the

end of the year."
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CHAPTER II: PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION IN THE PART A PROGRAM

A. National Trends in Participation

Table 2-1 Presents the numbers of Part A Students and grants.for

each year since 1976. Our examination commences with this year for two

reasons.:_ first, 1976 was the last year of steady iiowth in the Part A

student counts, and second, detailed informatkon on earlier years' is not

available in computer-readable form for analysis,.,

Since 1976, there have been four reversals in the numbers of Part A

students and-grants. -As Table 2-1 indicates, however, year-to:7year

changes in the student and grant counts have been relatively modest.

1

Overall, the seven-year period depicted here can be summarized in a Single

statetent: roughly 1,100 grants were made each year to districts reporting.

around 300,000 Indian enrollments.

TABU, 2-1. Total Part A Indian Students and Numbers of Grants,

1976 to 1982, with Analysis of Year-to-Year Changes

41s

Year

Number of Indian Students

Total

Change from
Previous
Year

Part A Grants
Percent Percent

Total New This Not

Number Year Renewed

1976
1977
1978

1979
1980
1981

1982

8

302,100
297,100
325,000
337,600
328,400
2910600
319,500

+ 13.1%
- 1.7%
+ 9.4%
+
- 2.7%
- 8.8%

+ 6.6%

1,062
1,013
1,086
1,139
1,135
1,053
1,112

12.3
15.6
11.7
9.4
3.8

6.3

16.3
9.6

7.4
9.7

10.2
1.7

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the Part A Program.Files for 1976-1980

and 1978-1982.
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4

The major surprise in this table appears in the last two columns.

Underlying the relatively stable number of grants there has peen a good

deal of movement in and out of the program on the part of individual

school districts. Specifically, in each of the four years, 1977 through

1980, more than a fifth of the participating districts were comurcing or

ending their participation in that Year (i.e., did not participate in the

'previous orfollowing y6ar). This means that much of the change in total Indian

student counts may be the net result of losabe-associated with districts

not continuing in the program and gains associated with new districts

-

entering the program. Table 2-2 confirms this speculation for changes

observed over the period 1976 to 1980.

TABLE 2-2: Changes in Part A Participation of LEAs, 1976,3o 1980:
Total United States

Number of LEAs by'
PartAcipation Status
in/1976 and 1980

Indian Student Counts
1976 to 1980.
Net Change1976 1980

. .

859 LEAs in both years 27-4,800 279,400 - + 4,600

203 in 1976 but not 1980 20,200 ...... - - -20,200

276 in 1980 but not 1976 42,600 +42,600

TOTALS 295,000* \ 322,000* +27,000,

* These totals are lower than those ?hown in Table 2-1 because of the

exclusion of enntalments in tribal schools receiving grants in 1976

and 1980. *

SOURCE: Part A Program File for 1976-.A80.

4

. Increases in student counts of LEhs participating in both 1976 and-

1980 amouned to less than 2 Oercent over ,the four-year period. Thus, Of

the total increase of 27,000 observed over this period, 22,400 (83 percent)

is attributable to the difference betheeigthe claims of new districts

;and those of districts not continuing in the program. ThiS is reassuring

15
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evidence from the Standpoint of the types ofapparent abuses noted in the

1977 GA0 report,. where it was observed.that the claims of several districts'

more than double& in a single year.' At the same time, however, these

findings are suggestive of lessocontinuity in the delivery of, Part A

services than might be.desired. In this connection, we need to remind

ourselves that the cperiene of indivtdual States ±f "averaged out" in,-

national sumfiaries. Thus, there is a question of whether the turnover

indicated in Table 2-2 might be concentrated in just a few areas, with
4.

correspondingly more serious implicatioAs for lack of continuity in

service. "It iS...to exploi.e this and similar questions that we turn next

to"an examinafion of particfpation trends at the State'level.

t /
,

..1

B. . State-Level Participation Trends ,
.... 6

Part A grants go to LEAs in 41 States, but 90 percent of the Indian
^

students counted for participation are in the 15 States with the largest

Indian poeulations. Accordingly, most of our.analysis is focused on these

15 States. Readers interested in reViewing data for the other States

4

should consult the tables in Appendix D. The Appendix tables also provide

more precise figures, as text tables Present data only to the nearest 1004N

(i.e., in thousands, with one decimal place).

Table 2-3 shows the distribution of Part &Indian .counts in 1976 and
.../

in 1980 for the 15 selected States, and also indicates how changes in

LEA participation-contributed to"the tOtal change in Indian students.

Report to the Congress bf the Comptroller_Qoaeral-of the United States.

Indian Education.in the Public School System Needs More Direction from.

the Congress, BRD-76-172, March 14, 1977.

16

1



4

For example, Arizona reported a gain of 8,600 students between 1976 and

1980 (32,800-24;200). Ilian students in new districts (column 3) exceeded

those in "dropout" districts (column 2) by 6,900 (7,400-500) so the balance. \
of the total gain (1,700 or 8,600-6,900) is attributable to increases

in the claims of districts participating in tlfte,program in both years.

T BLE 2-3: Indian Student Counts of Part A LEO in 1976 and 1980,
with Separate Estimates for "DrOpout" and "New" Districts

Alb A.Estimates in Thousands I.

* Selected State
Tot"al

1976

(1)

1976 But
Not 1980

(2)

1980 But
Not 1976

(3),

, Total
1980--
(4)

Alaska a
17.2 1.7 .3 18.0Arizdna 24.2 .5, 7.4 32.8iCalifornia 36.3 41 6

,
5.5 37.2Michigan ..... 19.4 2. 2.4 * 18.0Minnesota 11.9 .3 al) 10.2Montana 8.3 .4 1.6 9.3New Mexico 23.5 .1 1.8 24.1New York 5.7 .1 . 0 5.0North Carolina 12.7 .1 1.4 16.1Oklahoma 65.6 4.7 16.4 79.5Oregon

. 3.9 0 1.1 5.5South Dakota 8.9 .4 1.8 10.2Texas 1.2 .3 .1 1.2Washington. 18.3 1.3 .9 , 17.3Wisconsin 7.0 .1 .8 .6.2Subtotal 264.0 16.4 41.3 290.6*All Others , 31.0 3.8 1.3 31.4' TOTAL, U.S...., 295.0 20.2 42.6 322.0..-

* Note that only 41 States participate in the Part A program. Thus,
"all others" includes only the remaining 26 States.

.

SOURCE: Office of Indian Education Part A Program File, 1976-1980.

A wide range of descriptive concerns can be addressed by means of the

data in 1able 2-3. Here, we confine our.discussion to a few examples:
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-
o Major Part A States. Oklahoma, Califorhia, and Arizona

-

reported the largest numbers of Indian'students in both years.

o Major gainers.1 Oklahoma again leads the list, followed
by Arizona.

o States showing lower counts in 1980. This applies to Michigan,
Minnesota, New York, and Wisnsin.

o Top fifteen States versus "All Others". The 26 States in the
"all other" category together accounted for only a little over
10 percent of all Part A Indian-students in both years.- Their

share of the total increase pas below average (1.5 percent)
whtle their stare of students in districts riot, continuing
to 1980 was above average (3,800 out of 20,200 or abont 19 .

percent)...

o Sources of grOWth.in individual Statts: Of the 13,900 increase
registered,by districts in Oklahoma, 11,700 is attributable to
the excess of Indianatudents in new districts over those in
"dropout" districts. The remainder of 2,200 reflects increased
claims of districts participating in both years. ,

We turn rixt to an examinatiowof changes in the number of Part A

grants which produced the Indian student counts displayed in Tab1e.2-3.

Here again, we see in Table 2-4 Chat underlying the relatively stable

counts of Indian students is a good deal of movement in and out of the

program on the part of individual districts. 'For example, looking just

at the number of grants toiLEAs in California for 1976 and 1980 (columns

1 and 4), one could not guess that over this period 39 distrfcts dropped

out or did not have their grantNenewed while. 35'new d1s4icts came

into the program.

As agroup, the 15 major States exhibit,more stability than those

combined on the "all others" line, with a four-year retention rate of 82

percent compared to 74 percent for the other 26.States. Among the 15,

however, Texas and Michigan stand out with retention rates of only 50 and

68 percent, retpectively. It is also noteworthy that just three States--
-

.(1

California, Mich gan, and Oklahoma--account for more than half of the

r
"dropouts" and dditions.since 1976.

18 23,



TABLE 2-4: Number of Part A Grants in 1976 and 1980, With "Dropout"
aO New Districts Shown Separately

A
Selected States

Total
1976
(1)

'1976 But
Not 1980

(2)

1980 But
Not 1976

(3)

Total
.1980

(4)
% ..--\

__......-

,

Alaska
--. . 46 5 3 44

t

Arizona 40 -2 22 60

,
California- 159 39 35 155

Michigan , 121 39 25 107

Minnesota 61 10 - 5 56

Montana 39 4 14 /749
-

New Mexico 20 .3 6 23

New Yoik 16 1 0 15

North Carolina 20 1 4 23

Oklahoma 219 33
c-

91 277

Oregon 22 3 11 30

South Dakota 30 7 11 34

Texas 8 4 . 1 5
. b

Washingtan - 69 8 13 74

Wisconsin 35 3 6 738

Subtotal

All Otfics

, - 905

157

162

41

247

29

.--,

990

145

TOTAL, U $ 1,062 '''' 203 276 f,135

Proportion of
1976 LEAs in
1980 Program

----__-4-55

.89

.95
-.....

c, .

.75

.68

.84r

.90

.85

,

.94

45

.85

..86
-

.77

.50

.88

.91

.82

1 .81 v.

SOURCE: Office of Indian Education Part A Program.File, 1976-1980.
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C. Groups of States with SiMilar Characteristics
4

In searchidg for significant patterns related to participation in the'

Part A program, the ideal situation would be to have data on the social

...
0, .

and economic characteristics of every local district. This woad make it'l

possible to exaMine participation rates within classes of LEAti, defined
. 0,.., .,) .

. ,. e

7° in terms drthe variables of particular interest. To'a very limited extent41:
. 6,,

Crle 1976 Office for Civil Rights Survey of PublAc Elementary and Secondary

40

Schyl Distrfcts permits this type of analysis, and We will draw on tAis'

survey in examining the relationship to participation of two factors
-t

district size (total enrollments) a d e ratio of Indian students to

total enrollments in the district.2 Fr the Most part, however, we

are limited at present to State-level data, and even when the list of

States being examined has been reduced to 15, it is sometimes difficult:
9

to diScern patterns. For this reason, we are going to define five groups

of States that exhibit some marked differences on characteristics of

special interest to our study.

We have already defined three groups of States: the 15 with the

largest Indian populations, another 26 with at least one Part A grant

recipient, a94 the remaining 9 States, plus the District .of Columbia;2

What we pfropose to do now is divide the 15 ma-jor States into three p.6ups:

fourf States exhibiting the highest proportion of Indian children o

reservations (Group 1), four States where the highest proportions ;are

living in urban (non-reservation) areas (Group 3), and the remain4ng 7

,
aajor States which fall in between Groups 1 and 3 on these chara teristics.

f 2 Further analyses of this type will become possible in 1983: 40 the

National Center for Education Statistics completes the taskAWre-
aggregating the 1980 Census data to conform to school distrOt

1-df,,o-
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Table 275 displays the five groups, and show4 how they compare in the
elf , ,

aggregate on the three defining variables: size of Indian population, 6

proportion on reservations, arid'progorAon urban, non-reservation.1,

Before turning to an examinatiOlgof data on participation in Part A
0.

s,

for,these State groups, it is appropriate to stand Sack and certider what

*

we have created. Theire are two ways of imOrOving our undei-stapding of.

these grouocespecialfy of the first

15 major Indian States'. First, we can

which serVe to furtheT distinguish the

"go along with" hut, *re lpgially ind

7

three groups'which,account for the

identify other characteristics

groups--characteristias which

endenE of the differendes guaranteed

by our definition. Secondly, we can examine the'Con ribution of individual

.States to aggregate statistics for the groUps that nclude those States.-

Doing this serves to set some cautionary limits on interpretations of 4

differences betigeen the three main.groups. For Axample, referring back

to Table.273, we can note tbat Arizona and New Mexico are the dominant

States in Group 1, accounting for 73 percent of the 1976 Part A Indian

counts,. In Group 2, Oklahoma stands out with 58 percent of the total,

and nearly four times the tontribution of Washington, the next larlest

&jute in this group. Finally, in Group 3, California is clearly the

dominant,State with 58 percent of Ehe Part A count for 1976, while New

York and Texas together account for only 11 percent of the group total.

Because of these differences in relative size, it will sometimes be important

to display State ranges on key statistics for the three groups to permit an

evaluation of their internal consistency.

3 'We omit mention of the rural, non-reservation column here since it is

logically implied by the first tlb proportions.

2126
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TABLE 2-5. Definitional Characteristics of Five Seate Groups: 1980

Definition of Groups

Estimated No.
of Indians
Ates 5-17

Proportion on

Re'servations

Proportions Not
on Reservation
and:'

Urban Rural

Largest 15 Indian States (at
least 8,500, Ages 5-17):

Croup 1: Over 58% on
reservations--Arizona,
Montana, New Mexico, and
South Dakota 111,800 .675 .187 .138

Grou 2: Not in group 1

or --Alaska, Minnesota,
Nortb Carolina', Oklahoma,
Oregon, Washington, and
Wisconsin 136,200 .114 .408 .478

Gcoup Over 60% in
urban areas - -California,

Michigan, New York, and
Texas 92,700 .056 .762 .182

Remaining 35 States and
District of Columbia (less
than 8,500, Ages 5-17):

Group 4: Twenty-six smaller
States with Part A grants

in 1980 /8,300 .169 .565 .266

Group No Part Arnine
States--Delaware, Georgia,
Hawaii, Kentucky,
Mississippi; New Hampshire,
Pennsylvania-, Tennessee,
and West Virginia--and
District of ColuObia 10,8004 .092 .510 .398

TOTAL, UNITED STATES 429,800 .257 .458 .285

4

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns.

22

27

44g

BEST CPI UMPIRE



Other differences among the three main groups

In what follows, we will briefly highlight three of'the major

differences:

o Relative size of the Indian population

In Group 1, the range is from 5 to 8 percent (respectively

Montana and New Mexico). In Group 3, the range is .2 to

percent (New York and California)., In Group 2 (the "middle".

group), four States (Minnesota,, North Carolina, Oregon, and

Washington exhibit intermediate
Percentages in the range of

.9 to J.5 percent. Wisconsin has a lower percent than

California (.6 versus .8), while Oklahoma's 5.6 percent and

Alaska's 16 percent exceeds one or all of the percentage

figures in Group 1.

o 1970 Indian poverty rates

'On this characteristic the three groups are perfectly

ordered, with 45 to 60 percent of the Indian population (all

ages)'in poverty in the States comprising Group 1, 27 to

43.percent for the Seven "middle" States, and a narrow

range of 21 to 23 percent in the four "urban" States

(Group 3).4

o Degree of local concentration of Indian children in public Uhools

Even in States where Indian children are a negligible fraction

of the total school-age
population, they could occur in local

concentrations where they represent a significant percentage of

all students in the schools they attend. New York is an

exceptional State that illustrates this possibility. While

Indian children account for only .3 percent of all public school

enrollments, 48.5 percent of these Indftn children are attending

schools where they amount to at least 20 percent of the school's

total enrollment. Surprisingly, most of the remaining.Indian

children in New York are tiot concentrated, a fact noted below.

)0.0

Among the 15 major States, New Mexico, Arizona, Montana, and

,South Dakota (rank 1, 3, 4, and 6 on a measure of high concentration

(percent of Indian children attending schools where they amount

. to at least 20'percent.of total.enrollments). The Group 1

range,on this characteristic is 56 to 75 percent (of all Indian

children in the State attending public schools).

4 These 1980 Indian poverty rates are from American Indians; Volume 2,

Report No. 1F, 1970 Census of Population. Poverty"rates for 1980

are not yet available.
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Turnidg to a measure of low concentration (percent of Indians

in schools where they amount to less than.5 percent of enrollments),

Texas, California, and Michigan lead the list with percentages

of 63 to 78. New York ranks 6th, with 42 percent of its Indian

students attending schools with less than 5 percent Indian

enrollments. Exception's to the "middle" rule for the 7 States

in Group 2 are Oregon!and Wisconsin (which rank 4th and 5th on

the measure of low concentration) and Alaska and North Carolina

(which rank 2nd and 5th on the measure of high. concentration).5

SummVng up, with some exceptions already noted, Indians in the four

"reservation" States comprising Group 1 are a 'highly visible, locally

concentrated, and substantially disadvantaged fraction of the total

population. Conversely, in the four "high-urban" 15,tates which make u

Group 3, Indians amount to less,than 1 percent of the population, are more

evenly dispersed in public schools, and are ecOnomically least disadvantaged.

Comparisons of the State groups on'particiption in Part A

We come finally to the first application of the State groups we have

labored to establish. Table 2-6 represents A reaggregation of the data

already presented for the 15 major States in Tables 2-3 and 2-4, and an

interesting pattern does indeed emerge.

Table 2-6 shows that the four State groups in the Part A universe

participated quite differently in the overall trends previously noted at

the national level between 1976 and 1980. Nearly all of the growth in

the number of grants and total students counted for Part A participation

occurred among the States in the first two groups. Conversely, most of

of the districts whose participation came to an end during this period

are located in the States comprising Groups 3 and 4.

'5 These estimates'of degree of conCentratiOn'are based on Special

tabulations of the 1976 Office for Civil Rights Survey file, .
.

containing information on nearly 16,000 individual schodl districts,

of which about,70000 had one or more Indian rirollments. For complete

data on all the States, see Table 7 of Appendix Di .1
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TABLE 2-6. Changes in Part A Participation, 1976 to 1980, for
Four State Groups

Number of LEA
Grants

Number of Indian Students
in Part A LEAs

State Groups Total in
1976

% Change,
1976-1980

Total in
1976

%.Change,
1976-1980

Group 1. Arizona,
Montana, New Mexico,
and South Dakota 129 + 28.7 64,900 + 17.7

GiOup.2. Seven other
large States 472 + 14.8 136,500 + 11.8

,Group 3. California,
Michigan,.New York,
and Texas 304 - 7.2 62,600. - 1.6

Group 4. Twenty-six
smalldr Part A
States 157 7.6 31,000 + 1.3

TOTAL, PART,A STATES 1,062 + 6.9 295,000 + 9.2

SOURCE: 1976-1980 Part A Program Fi%e

D. Participation as Related to Size of LEAs

or

In this section we examine two questions related to district size.

First, are Indian children more likely to be found in small school districts,

and second, are small LEAs with significant Indian enrollments under-

represented in the Part A program? The reason for attaching some

importance to these questions is the possibility that small school

districta may be at a serious disadvantage when it comes to paiticipating

in voluntary,programs having detailed formal application procedures which

require' si ificant amounts o'f profesSiOnal.staff time. If this is generally

theease, it would have an unfortunate effect on children in rural areas

where small school districts are typipl, particularly if those districts

have Ozeable Indian enrollments.

rfrt7 Ce,'Vrf. P\ VT7E1 Epi ; 41 141
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Our evidence on both questions comes from the 1976 Office for Civil

Rights "Survey" (actually, a complete census) of,Pnblic Efementary and

Secondary School Districts.6 Using total enrollments of lebs than 300 as our

definition of "small," the 1976 OCR data show that nearly 6 percent of all

public school Indian enrollments occur in small LEAs, although the combined

total enrollmen s of these districts amounts to just a little over 1
i

1

percent of the total public school population.

Table 2-7 is designed to locate Indian students within the public

school universe described in the 1976 OCR data, with LEAs distinguished

by their size and number of Indian enrollments. To produce these data, the.

1976 OCR file was matched via computer with the Part A program file for

1976, using Office of Education State and local education agency codes.

Of the 1,062 school districts on the program file, no corresponding

record was found on the OCR file for 40 districts which received Part A

funds in 1976.7

Table 2-7 shows quite conclusively that among LEAs with at least 10

1'3

Indian students, smaller districts are more likely to be participating in

the program than larger districts (48 versus 37 percent) and that Indian

6 1976 was the last year in which districts with total enrollments of

less than 300 were systematically canVassed by the Office for Civil

Rights.

Investigation of the unmatched Part A districts indicates four

reasons for the failure to find corresponding records in the OCR

file: .(1) errOneous LEA'codes ,(probably due to errors in transtription

or data entry); (2) consolidations of,previouslY separate:elemeneary 'and

,7 secondary districta; (3) splits.'of previously unified districts; and .

(4) the,participation in the.Part A prOgram of a few intermediate

education agencies which are excluded from the OCR universe of local ,

education agencies.
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students in smaller districts are at least comparably represented in the

program (74 versus 73 percent). These data also reflect the fact

that Indian students tend to be concentrated in a relatively small number

of districts.

TABLE 2-7: Rel4tionship of Participation in the Part A Program to
DiStrict Size, as Seen in the 1976 Office for Civil
Rights "Census" of Public School Distrifts

Larger LEAs (300+ Students) :

No. of LEAs No. of Indians

Smaller LEAs (under 300)

1. All 15,722 LEAs
in the OCR
universe 11,517 346,400

2.46,792 LEAs with
1 or 'moire

Indians '5,833 346,400

, 334,800

3. 2,766 LEAs with
10+ Indians.... 2,425

4. 1,022 Matched
Part A
Districts 875 236,000

5. 40,Unmatched
Part A
Districts

6. Estimated for
all 1,062 Part A
Districts

7. Line 6 as a
Percent of
Line 3

23 7,800*,

898 243,800

37.0% 72:8%

No. of LEAs No. c) Indians

4,205 21,900

959 21,900

341 20,100

147 12,000

17 2,800*

164 14,800

48.1% 73.6%

* These figures for Indian enrollments are from the Part A Program File.
All-other Indian enrollments are based on the 1976 OCR file.

A
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E. Documented Characteristics of Indian Students in Part A Districts

Efforts to document individual eligibility for participation in Part A

go back to 1976, but by rather general agreement, the "506 Fores"

requirement was not adequately implemented.until juse last year (1981).

Although the 506 forms requirement was originally mandated in 1976, the

1978 Quie amendment modified the kinds of informa on to be cpllected

(H.R. 15, Section 1148), and these new requirements 1:1osed severe problems

for many Indian groups where suitable records of the type contemplated

were difficult to obtdin or non-existent. Thus, the data which we report

here represents a "first reading" from a documentation system which has

only recently been put in place. Specifically, our estimates are based

on an examination of Indian certification forms,on file in a national

sample of 116 Part A districts as of the Spring of 1982.8

A number of cautions need to be stressed in interpreting these data.

First, the estimates pertain to a universe of documents, and there is

evidence that'parents and local school officials-are sometimet.confused

about the intent and meaning of specific portions of the 506 form.

Second, the documents permit no distinction between recipients and

nonrecipients of Part A'seriiices, and finally, the sample ie not

representative of all Part A,grant recipients. The reason,for this last
-

'limitation is that our studyof the 506 forms wee an add-on to'an evaluaeion

dtudy deeigned to examine the impact of Part A services in,districts with

a history of sustained participation (at least three years). and significant

numbers of Indian children available to be served by the project (at least 31).

8 For a description of the sample design and methods used in compiling
these data,- see Appendix, B.
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Thus, about 230 LEAs with fewer, than 31 Indiaustudents or less than

three yesrs of continuous participation were systematically excluded from

the sample. With these cautions in mind, we turn to an examination of a

set of national estimates representing a liitle over 297,000 of the

328,300 Part A students counted in 1980.

TABLE 2-8: Estimates of Peri A Indian Enrollments' by Qualifyink
Characteristics, Based on Indian C4itification Forms
on File in a Sample of.Part"A Districts, Spring 1.982

Estimates Based on
506 Forms

Esti:mites from

PrevOus Study
Basis of Eligibility Estimated

Number
Proportion
of Total

* Proportion
Of Total

Eskimos and Aleuts 13,000 .044 .049

Members of federally
recognized tribes 89,800 " .302. .761

Members of State-recognized
tribes 86,400 -.291 .117

First-degree descendants 43,900 .148 .045

Second-degree descendants 52,900t .178 .019
")

All Others 11,400 .038 .011

TOTALS 297,400 1.000 1.002

SOURCE:v Estimates given, here frodthe 1981 report appeared in table 9
(page 22). Estimates based on the,506 forms come from a
special file crested,by Development Associates, Incorporated,
under contract to the DepIrtment of Education.

Taking things in the order of their importance, estimates based on the

506 forms (1) indicate.substantial numbers of second-degree Indians,
r

(2) are markedly diffsrent from estimates presented in the 1981 Indian

(',

Definition Study, and (3) show a considerable number of fir t-degr e

descendants. In what follows, we will comment briefly on the las wo

points before taking up the more important ques4tion of the numbers (and

distribution) of second-degree descendants.
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The Aghthand column indicates how the 1981 stndy handled the problem

of the defective queStions on descendancy: the responses were "scaled-
i!n

down" to fit into the spade left by answvs to the question dealing with

membership in Federal or State.-recognized'tribes. By this method, initead

of accounting for 99 percent of all Indian children (as the quesX/Ons,

improperlY demanded), first- and second-degree descendants accounted for

only 6.4 percent of all eligible children. On the key question of second7

degree descendants, this resulted in an estimate just one-ninth the size

of that indicated by an examination of the 506 fo7s--1.9 percent as

opposed to 17.7 percent. Overall, the two sets of estimates show g9pd

agreement on only one category of eligibilitythat of Eskimo and Aleut
."

children.

The number of first-degree descendants (amounting to nearly 15 percent

of all documented children) is interesting for what it might tell us about

circumstances preventing parents (at least one 'of whom is a tribal member)

from enrolling their children in the same tribe. Among the possible

explanations are racially-mixed marriages, marriages betweenrmeMbers of

tribes with different rules of descent, and families that have recently

moved away from or lost touch with their trtbal organizations.9

The next table anticipates a question we will explore systematically

in the concluding section of.0hapter IV: What tYpes of districts would

be most affected by the exclusion of children who are Indian only by

virtue of second-degree descent?

9 Further anal ks of the data, designed to identify-the characteriatics
of LEA's report ng most of these first-degree descendants, may shed ,

some light on the_subject. Due to time constraints, there has been .
no opportunity to explore the question.
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tABLE 2-9. Estimated Numbers and Proportions of Second-Degree Indians
. Included in Part A Counts of LEASLocated in Four State-

Groups: Spring, 1982

State Group

Estimated Number of
Indian Students Counted
for Part A Participation

No. of LEAs Second-degree Ratio.of Second-
in Sample Total only degree to Total

I. Group 1. Arizona, .

Montana, New Mexico,
and South Dakota' 23 55,300 800 .014

.i.;;

Group 2:1Seven other
large,States 52 178,800 31,300 .175

Group 3. California,
Michigan,' New York, and
Texas

4
'24 38,400 , 16,600 .433

Group 4,. Twenty-six ,

smaller Part A States... 17 , 00 4,200 .166
/

TOTAL, PART A STATES.... 116 297,700 52,900 .178-
(--

SOURCE: Special file created by Development Associates, incorporated
based on an examination of 506 forms.

Table 2-9 indicates quite convincingly that the exclusion of second-

degree descendantrikuld have the greatest,relative impact in the four

major urban-Indian States (Group 3). Within this group, California was

represented by 13 sample LEAs, Michigan by 8, New York by 2, and Texas by
. 4

_only 1.. In the four major "reservation" States (Group 1), the 7timated

.number of second-degree children is so small that the question of differences.

among the four States has no practical import.

With this final,look at the State-groups introduced in this chapter,

we turn next to the problem of estimating the numbers of Indian children

not served by Part A districts. As indicated earlier, we will return to the

question of the differential consequences of excluding second-degree Indians

in Chapter IV.
31
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-CHAPTER III: ESTIMATES OF INDIAN CHILDREN NOT SERVED.IN 1976 AND 1980

A. Indian Students in Public Schools No;---Served by.Part A in 1976.

In 1976; the Office for Civil Rights Survey of Public and EleMentary

and Secondary School Districts obtained reports on enrollments by categories

of race and ethnicity from Ole entire universe Of 15,722 LEAs. Of these

districts; 6,792 reported one or more "American Indian, Eskimo, and

Alent" students, for a total of about 368,300. This amounts to about

i%ix-tenths of one_percent,,,Of all publit-school enrollments that year.
.

Since the OCR reports.did',n4 include information on participation in- .

Federal categorical,PqOams, LEAs receiving,Part A grants in 1976 must

be individuarly identiffed. We did this in the Computer, Using the Office

of Indian Education's Part A Program File, and matching on State-and LEA

'codes. By this method, we were able, to identify 1,022, or 96 percent, of

the 1,062 LEAs that received Part A grants in 1976. Given our "subtraction"

approach (total OCR Indians less OCR Indians in LEAs wit Part A grants)

to estimating unserved children, non-matches, although small in number,

, were a matter of some concern. Our solution to this problem was to treat

unmatched Program File LEAs (and the Indian enrollments shown in the file

for those districts) as subtractions from the unmatched OCR totals. All

we can be sure of,.concerning this reatment of non-matches, is that it doe%

not result in an overstatement of the,nomber of ,children in unserved LEAs.'

Table 3-1 shoWs that at least 109,700 (77,200 + 32,500) of the-Indian,

students reflected in the 1976 OCR reports were unserved. Since 32,500

1 Inspection of unmatched records fot Part A recipients in 1976 reveals

that substantial numbers of Indian students were being served through a

few intermediate educaeion agencies or-vocational-technical area schools,

outi6ide the OCR universe of local education agencies.
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TABLE 3-1. Estimatds of Served And Unserved Children Based on Numbers
of Indian Students Reported to the 4ffice for,Civil Rights
in 1976, with Comparisons to the Part.A Program File for 1976

. . Number of Indiah Students
Part A Participfron and Number of 1976 OCR 1976 Program-

Representation in ogram File' LEAs Reports* File

'1. Part A LtIA 1,062 258600 295,000
,

(1,022 mat hes,+ 40 non-matches)

.2. Other LEAs in Program File 2,579 77 200 84,800
(2,343 matches + 236 non-matches)

31 Subtotal fo'r Program File 3,641 \335,800 379,800

4. Other LEAs in OCR file with Indian ...
\

. \

students (1,669-276)** 3,392 2,500,
,

.../

5. OCR totals (includes 242 LEAs with 0
Indians but matched) 7,034 36,300

,6. Part A participation rates indicated
t

by the two files (Line 1 As.percent
of line 3 or 5) 70.2% 77.7%

* Program File Indian student counts.are included in cases where no match
was found in the OCR file.

** Note that unmatched Program File LEAs are treated As a subtraction from
unmatched OCR LEAs. _This treatment assumes that the OCR file is
complete,and that all LEAs represented in the Program File are also in
the OCR universe. .Stated.differently, the 'assumption is that a computer
match would have been found for all Program File records if both sets
of records had completely accurate State and LEA codes.

SOURCE: Special F.abulation of the combined (matched) 1976 OCR and Part A
Program Files.

of these unserved children are in districts not represented in the Part A

Program Fileethey represent a reduction in the overall proportion served

by Part A. Thus, gsing the Program Vile only, One would estimate that

295,000 of 379,800'Indian students were available to be served in Part A

districts, for a participation rate of 77.7 percent. If the OCR enrollment

figures are relied on, however, and the additianal Indian enrollments in

LEAs not represented in the Program File are included, the participation

rate drops to.70.2 percent.

BEST COPY AWARE.
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I. The othet thing Which-must be observedabout the compatisons offered
,

in Table 3-1 is that OCR Indian enr011ment figutes are lowetthan the
Part Astude'*.t counts by about 12 percent. There.is no neceSsary
contradiction in thia, since

thildren.counted for
PartjOrpar4cipation7-

.,

elpecially under the secondrdegree descendant clause.r-may hOtiJe report4r
by local school officials as belonging to an American Indiaeorace, but
the diiferences do bear closer

inspection. We will return to this subject
in the next chapter, and data for individual States based on fully matched
comparisons will also tie found in Table 3 of Appendix D.
B. Estimated Numbers of Unselved Indian Children in 1980'

Estimates for'1980 are on lei;s solid ground because there, is no way
to link the 1980 OCR or 1980 Census data to

individual.LEAs. ,"Unlike the
1976 OCR "survey" (actuallSr a census

surveys were- samples, and while they

of all LEAs), the.1978 and 1980:0CR

provide excellent estimates for many
segments of,the public school universe in those years, their Tnverage of
any group amounting to less than 1 percent of the

total,school population
is open to question. Work is presently

underway at the National Center
for Education Statistics to directly link muchuof the 1980 Census data to
individual school districts, but estimates of Indians enrolled in public
schools have not yet been tabulated for small enough areas to approximate

school-district boundaries.

Given the limitatidns just noted, indirect or relatively crude estimates
are the best we can do for 1980. Our first estimate is a "1980" estimate
in only,one sense: it looks at IndiaA, enrollments in LEAs participating'
or not participating in the Part.A program as of 1980, but the enrollments
in question are those reported four years earliei', in 1976. In,other
words, we have simply reaggreg ted'our matched Program Fil and 1976 OCR
data to reflect changes idOLEA participation between 1976 and 198.44t
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TAM,E 3-2. *Calculation of Part A Participation Rates in 1980
Based on 1976 Reports of Indian Students

Part A Participation and
Representation in Program File

Number of
LEAs

_Number of Indian Students
1976 OCR

44-ports*
.1976 Program

File

1. Part A 1976 and 1980 ...... 859 242,500 274,800.in

(829 matches + 30 non-matches)

,2. Part A only in 1980 276 20,600 , 22,400

(215 matches + 61 non-matches)

3. total Part A in 1980 1,135 263,100 297,200

4. 1976, OCR Totals 7,034 368,300
4

3. 1980 Participation Rate based on
1976 OCR reports (Line 3 as a
-percellt of Line 4) 71.4% =1116

* Program File student counts are included in caSes where no match was
found in the OCR file. For exaMple, of the 20,600 shown pn Line 2 of-
the OCR column, the 61 non-matchei" account for 2000 Indian students.

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the combined (matched) 1976 OCR and Part A

Program Files.
416-

A comparison of the 'first line of this table with Table 3-1. will

show that 859 of the 1,062 LEAs participating in 1976 were also participating

in 1980. Thus, by,44etraction, 203 LEAs with 1976 OCR,Indian counts of

16,100 had left the program by 1980, while, as the table above shows on

'Ling 2, 276 new LEAs with-20,600 1976 OCR Indian students came into the

program. This difference produces a slight reduction in 'the unserved

total, and raises the participation rate marginally to 71.4'percent.

Our next estimate for 1980 is much more ambitious, since it attempts

0 to account for the entire school7age Indian popUlation, but it is also

cAder. As the structure of Table 3-3 indicates, the problem of estimating

Indian children in Part A LEAs_can be approached logiCally as involving a

series of subtractions from the total number of school-age Indian thildren.

"if.77 ft
1;1.0 aualgraLakra.L.
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The danger in using this approach là that errors maY acdumulate, particUlarly

when'we.are forced to rely on different sources for estimates of the

separate components which make up the mtal unserved group. Perhaps the

best way to express our misgivings about the estimates we are about to-

present is to say that they Laz.. represent only a picture constructed with

numbers. We have done our best to utilize the best information available
#

in estimating each of the components, but we haVe also had to introduce

some rather arbitrary "adjustments" in order to make the pieces of the

picture fit together. With these cautions in mind, we turn to an

examination of a see\of national estimates designed to account for all

the relevant categories of unserved Indian children.,

Our estimate of unser;.red children in 1976 (Table 3-1) was about

110,000. Here (Table 3-3, bottom line) we estimate 156,500. The main

difference is that the latter figure includes school-age Indian children

not enrolled in school plus those enrolled in private schools. Comparing

the participation rates calculated for the two years, we estimated that

about 70 percent of Indians in public schools were attending Part A

schools in 1976, and Table 3-3 estimates 79:4 percent. The base of the

calculation for 1980 includes about 7 or 8 thousand enrollments in tribal

c7.

schools operated under contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and

eligible for participation in Part A, but even after adjusting for this

difference, we believe a real increase in overall participation rates

would remain for the period 1976 to 1980. Note that on Line C.2.1 we

have also shown what an 86 percent rate of actual service within Part A

districts would mean, as applied to our estimates. This was the rate

estimated by the 1980 special survey of Part A di'stricts conducted in

support of the previous study.
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TABLE 3-3. Estimates of- Served and Unserved Indian Children of School-Age
for the United States and Five State Groups: 1980

All E'stimates in Thousands

Compoaents of Indians
Eskimo & Aleut (5-17)

Total
U.S.

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5
AZ,MT,NM
and SD

7 Major
States-

CA,MI,NY,
and TX

26 Other
Part A

9 & DC--
No Part A

1. Total (1980 sample) 429.8 11.8 136.2 92.7 78.3 10.8
1.1 Not enrolled 42.4 14.9 12.2 6.8 7.3 1.2
1.2 Enrolled (K-12) 387.4 96.9 124.0 85.9 71.0 9.6

1.2.1 Private, not on
reservation 17.0 2.7 4.5 5.1 1 3.8 1.9 '

1.2.2 "Private" but on
reservation. 10.7 8.5 .8 .1 1.3

1.2.3 Public 359.7 85.7 118.7 80.7 65.9 8.7

A. Public + "private" on
reservation 370.4 94.2 119.5 80.8 67.2 8.7

B. In BIA schools 26.2 17.3 4.2 .4 4.3 VIM 1

C. Potential Part A 344.2 76.9 115.3 80.4 62.9 8.7

C.1. Non-Part A LEAs 70.9 2.9 16.9 17.1 25.3 8.7

C.2. Balance (Part A) 273.3 74.0 98..4 63.3 37.6

C.2.1 Part A & served 235.0
C.2.2 Part A & not served. 38.3

Indians in Part A LEAs as
a p9rcent of potential
Part A (Line C) 79.4% 96A% 85.3% 78.7% 59.8% 0.0%

Total unserved (of age-
group) excluding.C.2.2 156.5 37.8 37.8 29.4 40.7 10.8

SOURCES:

Lines 1 through 1.2.3: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns.

Line B: Bureau of Indian Affairs Summary of Fall 1978 Enrollments in BIA-
operated Boarding and Day Schools. Enrollments have been reduced by
one-third. (See page 39 for discussion of this adjustment.)

Line C.1: 1976 OCR Indian enrollments in non-Part A LEAs (as of 1980), reduced
by the ratio of 1980 OCR Indian enrollments to 1976 Indian enrollments
within each State group and then summed across to obtain the U.S.
total. (See Table 9 in Appendix D for- State-specific comparisons of
the 1976 and 1980 OCR figures.)

Lines C.2.1 and C.2.2:,These figures (U.S. total only) are .86 and .14 of
Line C.2. These proportions were estimated in the 1981 Indian
Definition Report, based on locally reported estimates for a
national sample of Part A districts surveyed in May of 1980.
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Careful study of the treatment of the numbers in Table 3-3, as well

as the notes supplied at. the bottom of the table, will raise a good many

questions in the minds- of thoughtful readers. Hopefully, the next section

will answer some of those questions. If still 'other questions remain

unanswered in the reader's mind, theh that is a good reason for regarding

the estimates just presented as suspect or in need of correction.

C. Problems in Estimating Served and Unserved Children

A.
Following the logical sequence depicted_tn Table 3-3, the principal

estimation problems are briefly identified and discussed below:

Age-bounds on the school population

Analyzing school enrollments for children ages 5-17 probably makes

more sense than any other equally convenient approach, but it is logically

defective, particularlY when age 'is reckoned as ofrApril 1 (the decennial

Census reference date) rather than October 1. In the fall, most 5-year-

olds are enrolled in kindergarten, but in the spring, many have yet to

start school. This partially invalidates inferences about school dropouts

based on proportions of children ages 5-17 not enrolled in school. A

further problem ocCurs when enrollments in kindergarten through grade 12

are reported without any age restriction (as in the OCR survey) and then

treated as a subtraction from all children 5-17, since substantial n berg

of 18 and 19 year-olds are enrolled in high school. This is particularly

true of educationally disadvantaged groups who may progress more Itilawly.

Reports of enrollment in "regular" and "private" schools

Since the Census depends on self-enumeration, the meaning of enrollment

reports is critically dependent on the houSehold respondea's interpretation
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of these terms.2 While not generally a problem at elementary and secondary

school levels for moit of the population, some Indian parents find

themselves confronted with unusUal problems. Is a tribally-controlled

school, operated under a contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, a

"regular" sthool within the Meaning of the Census question on school

enrollment, and,if so, is it public or private? And what about the

boarding and day schools staffed and operated directly by the Bureau

of Indian Affairs?

Table 3-3 exhibits the only clue we have to how enrollments in special

(buti"regular" in the sense of the Census question dealing with enrollment)

schools are reported in the Census data. Our guess is that the private

enrollments are overstated, and we have therefore included "private",

enrollments of children living on reservations as belonging tothe public

sector.

Enrollments in BIA schools

As noted,.we have arbitrarily reduced the figures reported for these

schools in the fall of 1978 by one-third. There are three reasons for doing

this. First, these schools generally experience substantial mid-year

attrition so that sbme students could properly be counted as enrlikd

in the fall, but also be counted as among those not enrolled by the following

April. Second, enrollments may have declined since 1978. Finally, there

-

may be some tendency on the part of BIA school administrators to exaggerate

their enrollments--perhaps merely by including in their reports students

who only stayed a week or Iwo before leaving.3

2 Analysis of the 1970 Censua data shows, for example, that enrollments in
"private" co11ges were substantially overstated, while reported enroll-
ments in publiq colleges were correspondingly too low. In this case,
the problem ma be that some respondents equate "public" with free
(i.e., no tuition charges).

3 Unadjusted BIA enrollment figures can he found in Table 8 of Appendix D.
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Decline in Indian enrollments reported to OCR

This subject will be examined in Section C of the next chapter. Here

it only needs to be noted that our estimate ofIndian enrollments in non-

Part A LEAs treats that decline as real,rand this has the effect of

lowering our estimate of total unserved children. The net reduction in

the United States total (Line C.1 of Table 3-3) amounts to 34,300. This,

is probably excessive, but has the merit of permitting us to describe our

estimate of Indian race children in Part A districts as generous. This,

in turn, str ngthens our conclusion that actual Part A Indian_Litudent

counts are ubstantially greater than race-based estimates of the same

group. T import of this conclusion is discussed in the next chapter.



CHAPTER'IV: ESTIMATES OF POTENTIAL ELIGIBLES UNDER ALTER)ATIVE DEFINITIONS

In this chapter we will examine four possible ways of defining eligible

Indian children. The first two are based on the 1980 Census data, and

therefore represent estimates based on the unverified reports of household

respondents. Essentially these first two sets-of estimates can be thought.

of as corresponding to a definition 10hich gives official standing to

a parent's representAion that the child is "of the Indian race," affiliated

or "identified" with a specific tribe, or predominanily of "Indian ancestry."

The third type of estimate is baSed on lopl school district :reports

to the Office for Civil Rights on the racial and ethnic coMposition of their

students, including the category "American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut."

While it is unlikely that anyone would want to given official sanction to

tOtally unsupported representations of local school districts, those

,

representations die nevertheless important to take into account. It is

virtually axiomatic that the Indian student who goes unrecognized and

uncounted by school administrators is unlikely to benefit from locally

provided educational services for Indians.

The last set of estimates speaks directly to one of the mandated ,

4questions: What would be the effect of modifying the statutory definition

of Indian to. exclude children presently eligible nder the second-degree-

descendant clause?

A. Racial and Tribal Self-Identification

Table 4-1 presents three progressively smaller Censua-based estimates

of Indian ("race") children ages 5-17 in public schools: total, those

for whom tribe was reported (or living on a reservation), and that

portion of the total estimated to. be enrolled in LEAs actually participating ..
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in the Part A program in.1980. These are arrayed alongside the actual

number of Indian students counted for participation in Part A for the k

same year.

TABLE 4-1. Alternative Census-Based Estimates of Indian Race and
Tribally Identified Children Enrolled in Public School

in 1980

State Group

Estimates in Thousa
1980 Census Indian Race Children,

Ages 5-17 in Public School
Total Less
Those Off Portion of

Total Reservations Total in

Sample Not'Reporting 1980 Part A

Estimate Tribe LEAs

n d s

Actual 1980
Part A
St4dent
Counts

Group 1: Over 58% on
reservations--Arizona,
Montana, New Mexico,
and South Dakbta 85.7 81.4 74.0 74.8

Group 2: Not in group
1 or 3--Alaska,
Minnesota, North
Carolina, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Washington,
and Wisconsin 118.7 103.3 98.4 153.5

Group 3: Over 60% in

80.7 63.8 63.3 61.2

urban areas--Cali-
fornia, Michigan,
gew York, and Texas

Group 4: Twenty-six
smaller States with
Part A grants in
1980 65.6 53.8 37.6 38.8

Group 5: No Part A--
nine States--Delaware,
Georgia, Hawaii,
Kentucky, Mississippi,
New Hampshire, Pennsyl-
vania, Tennessee, and
West Virginia--and
District of Columbia 8.7 5.8 -0- -0-

TOTAL, UNITED STATES 359.7 308.1 273.3 328.3

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns, Table 3-3

(Line C.2), and Part A Program File.
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The principal finding whidh stands out in this table is that racial self-

identification procedures used in the 1980 Census yielded fewer Indian
,410

children than counted for participation in Part A (after subtractions for

children outside the Part A universe). In the case of Group 2, the Part A

count exceeds the Census estimate for the total public school universe

by 29 percent. This is almost wholly a result of Oklahoma's contribution

to Group 2, since the Part A count exceeds the Census estimate of public

school Indian enrollments by 30,600.

Once agaio, we have a table for which cautious interpretation needs

to be urged. Specifically, these estimates should not be viewed as

indicating what wOuld happen if parental identification of the child's

race was adopted as the basis for eligibility under Part A. Almost

certainly, a- relaxation d'the present certification requireMents would

bring new districts (or ones participating prior to 1980) into the program,
If

thus invalidating the comparison between Part A counts and the Census-

based estimates for the LEAs participating in 198P.

An equally important qualification is that answers to Census-style

questions will vary as a function of the context in which they are

presented. As noted and discussed in Appendix C, this is even true of

the 1980 Census "race" question, as presented on the " hort-form" (which

produced a complete-count estimate of Indian children) or the long-form

on which our sample estimates are based.

For these reasons, we prefer to offer a carefully qualified conclusion:

on the evidence of Table 4-1, we suspect that if parents were asked to

make a one-time designation to the school of their child's race, the

number of tndian children in Part A LEAs would be lower. In the next



section, however, we will see evidence from the 1980 Census which suggests

that auch designations might conceivably yield larger numbers.

B. Inclusion of Indian Ancestry Children

In addition to the 1980 Census "race" question (see page 3 of Appendix C)

the sample questionnaire asked, Nhat is this person's ancestry?" and

, Census coders recorded up to two write-in answers to the question. ,Jn

this section, we examine estimates of school-age children reported to be

of some race other than American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut for whom only

Indian ancestry was indicated. Table 4-2 examines the distribution of such

children as potential additions to "Indian" totals for the public school

universe.

TABLE 4-2. Indian Race and Only-Indian-Ancestry Childrewo
Enrolled in Public School: 1980

State Groups

Indian
,Race

(000s)

Only Indian
Ancestry
(000s)

Ratio of
Ancestry
to Race

Group 1. Arizona, Montana,
85.7 3.6 .04New Mexico, and South Dakota

Group 2. Seven other large
Indian States 118.7 21.9 .18

Group 3. California, Michigan,
80.7 35.9 .44New York, and Texas

Group 4. Twenty-six smaller
States with, Part A grants 65.6 69.3 1.06

Group 5. Nine States and the
District of Columbia with no
Part A grants 8.7 28.5 3.,17

TOTAL, UNITED STATES 359.7 159.2 .44

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns.

9 ?on 71 r111
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Among the three groups comprising the 15 largest Indian States, the

striking fact is 4:at Indian ancestry (but not race) is proportionally

lowest in the Indian reservation States, amounting to just 4 percent of

the Indian race children, and highest in the urban-Indian States. Finally,

in the 9 States and the District of Columbia where ehere is no Part A

participation (Group 5), Indian ancestry children are three times more

numerous than those reported to be of the Indian race.

\\J These data are further analyzed in Appendix C, and displayed for individual

States in Table 10 of Appendix D. Here, they serve to demonstrate that
. A

categories of "Indian" identification are highly expandibleT-particularly

in States wilere Indian groups rarely constitute recognized segments of

the local community.1

C. OCR Reports of Indian Enrollments

Data on trends in OCR estimates of Indian enrollments for indi idual

States are presented in Table 9 of Appendix D. Here we will limit

ourselves to matched Comparisons of the OCR enrollments and Part A student

counts for 1976, and then conclude with an examination of national trends

relative to Census-based estimates for the same points in time.

Matched Comparisons with Part A

Table 4-3 focuses on 1,022 Part A LEAs (1976) for which matches were

obtained in the OCR file for the same year. Once again, we see a familiar

pattern for the four State groups involved in this comparison: Part A

student countsl&weed the OCR Indian-race reports by the greatest proporxion

in the four major urban-Indian States.

1 Children of mixed ancestry-which includes Indian ancestry are even more

numerous. Our Census tabulations indicate a total of slightly over one

million such children in the public school universe.
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TABLE 4-3. Comparison of 1976 OCR and Part A Indian Studeht Reports
States and the United Statesfor Four Groups of

State Groups*

Total Indian
Students Re-
ported to OCR
in 1976**

Total Indian
Students Re-
ported for
Part A Grants**

Ratio of
Part A
to OCR

Group 1. Arizoria, Montana,
59,200 62,800 1.061New Mexico, and South Dakota

Group 2. Seven other large
Indian States ......... 14,7oo 130,900 1.172

Group 3. California, Michigan,
47,809 60,600 1.268NeW York, and Texas

Group 4. Twenty-six smaller
States with Part A grants 29,300 30,100 1.027

TOTAL, UNITED STATES 248,000 28430 1.147

*

* *

For explanation of these groups, see Table 2-4.

Matched LEAs only. Enrollmenti in 40 unmatched Part A districts are

omitted.

Referring back to Table 4-1, it isalso noteworthy that the 1976 OCR

figure for Group 2 (111,700)'exceeds our 1980 Census-based estimate of

Indian race enrollments in Part A LEAs for this group (98,400). As our

next analysis will demonstrate, the 1976 OCR toials are too large to be

reconciled with the 1980 sample estimates of the total Indian school-age

and public school groups.

Changes in OCR estimates of Indian enrollments, 1976-1980

y/Figure k-does three things: it exhibits the assumption of straight-
.

line growth in the size of the school-age Indian population between 1170

and 1980, it plots the 1976, 1978, and 1980 OCR estimates, and it offers

a graphic compartson of these estimates with the Census Bata.

rrf:17 pri 1* tr.7 PP!!
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Figure 1 shows (inwthe shaded area) how the American Indian,popaation

would haye grown between 19.114...and 1980 if it had gl7own uniformly. As

discussed in Appendin,C, the 1970 and 1980 data points%ave been adjuSed

for comparability (Eskimos and Aleuts are excluded from the 1980 figure

and the 100 figure has been adjusted for age-specific estimates of Indian

undercounts), but the 1980 figure'inclIles substantial numbers of children

who were alive at the timyof the 1970 census and not reported to beof

the Indian race. Whatever the factors'are that contribute to changes in

racial identification, there is no reason to believe thaethey operated

uniformly over the decade of the seventies. Thus, the assumption of

uniform'growth is entirely artificial and subject to correction'in the light

of other information.

The .wly other information we have on this point comes from the OCR

surveys inL9, 1978, and 1980. Not only do these observations indicae

a decline,in the n mber of Indians enrolled in public school, but the

1976 figure (368,300) exceeds the 1980 estimate of public school Indians by

8,6Q0. By 1980, however, the OCR figure has dropped to a level of 33,500

below the CQI-is estimatd-for that year.

In comparing the OCR and Census figures, it is important to remember

that the OCR reports are primarily an expression of the racial perceptions

and ensitivities of the school officials who make these reports, rather

than of the parents of the students, as is the'case with'the Census. One.

'would wish for a mid-deCade comparison, but the only possible candidate--

the 1976 Survey of Income and Education--is unsatisfactory.2 On the

t.

2 Although adequate for estimatinglProportIons of school-age children
in poverty (itschief purpose), this survey used a much simpler race*
question (White/Black/Other), the questions mere administered by
interviewers, and the cluster-sample design may have resulted in
substantial tinderrepresentation of Indian groups. UsingIndian "origin"
in conjunction with "Other" race, our tabulations of these data yield
estimates of only 174,800 such children,. ages 5-17.
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scant evidence available to us here, we suspect that factors contributing

to Indian identification peaked in the mid-seventies. This amounts-to"

.

the speculation that tf the 1980 Census question had been administered in

1975 or 1976, a

'-have 'for

estimate'Wbuld have been obtained than the onewe.,A.,
Y

If correct, this s culation has important implications for our study,

because it means that e stimates Of eligible children will rise and fall

in'response to factors tot4llY independent of the definition adopted or

the questions used to implement tWat definition.
-

D. Impact of E]piluding Children Reco rded as Second-Degree Descendants

%_)/
Here we. di.aw on date-eollected in, the Spring of 1982, based on an

examination of Indian'studentk'certification forms (the "506" forms) on

file in a national sample of.Part A districts. Limitations of these

data are discussed in.the final section of Chapter II (page 28); an&a

description of the.methods used in compiling the data will be found in

- Appendix B."

Our first examination of these data showed that nearly 18 percent of

4
-

the estimated 297,700 Part A students in the sample universe were Indian

only by virtue of second-degree descene' We saw further'that propoirions

of second-degree children ranged from a low of 1.4 percent in the four

major States with high proportions of children on resetvations to a high

of 43.3 percent for the four "urban" States (Table 2-9, page 31). Ideally,

in evaluating the impact of specific changes in eligibility for a formula

program such us s ,Part A, one would prefer to have estimates for individual

States. Unfortunately the sample is not large enough to permit this.
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What we can do, however, is to subdivide Group 2 (represented 135.r 52 sample

LEAs) into Oklahoma (25 LEAs), and the retaining 6 States in Group 2

(27 LEAs). Doing this reveals dramatic differences within the original

group of 7 States, as evidenced by.the estimates of tmpact in Table 4-4.

TABLE 4-4. Distribution of Total Documentoed Part A Eligibles, With

and Without SeCond-Degree Descendants: Spring, 1982

Proportion of Documented Eligibles

Areas

With Second Ratio of

Degree Without Second Share

Children Degree Children Without to

(Total..297,700) .(Total=244,800) Share With

1. Arizona, Montana, New Mexico,
and South Dakota (Group 1) .186 .223 1.20

2. Oklahoma (Part of Group 2) .155 .075 .48

3. Alaska, Minnesota, North
Carolina, Oregon, Washington,
and Wisconsin (balance of'
Group 2) .446 .528 1.18

4. California, Michigan, New
York, and Texas .129 .088 .68

S. All Other Part A States
(Group 4) .084 .086 .1.02

'TOTAL 1.000 1.000 1.00

SOURCE: Special Study of 506 Forms (see Appendix B).

On the assumption that eligibility was redefined to exclude second-

degree Indians presently counted for Part A, and further assuming constant

funding levels, the States comprising Group 1 would experience a 20

lk
percent increase in Part A allocations, whtle Oklahoma's share would

decline by 52 percent. The four "urban" States, as a group, would lose

BEST COPY AMBLE ,
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32 percent, and the 26 smaller Part A States would realize a modest 2
,o

perjlent increase. Note that within Group 2, in contrasr to Oklahoma's

170 of more than half its present share,lehe remaining 6 States would.

realize (again, as a group) an 18 percent increase.

When the 116 LEAs in this sample are classified by the type of area they

serve, we find they are about evenly divided among those serving. children

who live on-or-near reservations (43), children in non-reservation rural

areas (35), and children living in urban places or metropolitan areas (38).

C.
Comparing these three groups with respect to proportions of second-degree

children, we find significant differences in the expected direction, with

A,only13.7 percent of current eligibles qualifying under the Second-degree

clause in LEAs near reservations, and 43.2 percent second-degree in the

urban LEAs. When the four.State Groups and Oklahoma are further divided

into these three types of LEAs, some interesting differenc appear.

TABLE 4-5. Proportions of Second-Degree Children Among All Documented .

Part A Eligibles in LEAs Classified by State' Areas and. Type
of Local Area Served: Spring, 1982

Area Reservation Other Rural Urban/Metro

1. Arizona, Montana, New Mexico,
and South Dakota (Group 1)

.012
(N=19)

.000
(N=1)

.036
(N=3) .014

2. Oklahoma (Part of Group 2) .543 .693 .603
(N=18) (N=7)

3. Alaska, Minnesota, North
Carolina, Oregon, Washington,
and Wisconsin.(balance of

.062
(N=14)

.012
(N=5)

.089
(N=8)

.026

Group 2)

4. California, Michigan, New .045 .508 .529 .433

York, and Texas (N=4) (N=6) (N=14)

5. All Other Part A States .107 .196 .219 .166

(Group 4) (N=6) (N=5) (N=6)

ALL AREAS REPRESENTED .037 .145 .432 .178

SOURCE: Special Study of 506 Forms (See Alitendix B).
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For all five State areas, urban/metropolitan areas exhibit higher

proportions of second-degree eligibles, but comparing the actual proporiions

within the urban/metropolitan column on the right of. Table 4-5, there

are impressive differences. OkLhoma, represented by 7 sample LEAs in

this column, has a value of'69 percent second-degree childreh, while the

remaining six States in this "middle" group collectively have a value of

just under 9 percent. Within the "urban" States represented on Line 4,

the 14 sample LEAs serving children in urban or metropolitan areas would

collectively lose 53 percent of their current eligibles if second-degree

descendants were eliminated from the statutory definition. By almost any

standard, these data show that local impacts on Part A projects would

sometimes be severe.
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CHAPTER VI SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As noted in Chapter I, the first step leading to the passage of the

Indian Education Act was the creation of a subcommittee charged with

studying all aspects of Indian education.- The Part A program owes its

existence in large measure to the work this committee did in documenting

the unmet educational needs of Indian children. Thus, it is appropriate

that our summary of a report dealing with eligibility for service under

this program should commence with a brief review of the evidence bearing

on eduCatiOnal needs.

A. Relative Differences in Educational Needs

Our examination of differences related to educational needs has been

limited to just three characteristics, but they all point to the same

conclusion: the educational needs of Indian children are greatest in

States where large proportions of Indians are still living on reservations.

In the major "urban" States, Indian children continue to exhibit educational

disadvantagement, relative to local and national norms, but this

disadvantagement is much less severe.

Poverty

In 1970, poverty rates for the Indian population (all ages) were

nearly three times higher in the four major States with large numbers on

reservations, compared with the major urban States. Poverty differentials

in the latter States (Indian versus non-Indian rates) were generally

close to two-to-one, indicating substantial relative disadvantages for

Indian children, but in the major "reservation" States, these differentials

approach four-to-one.

The relationship between poverty and educational disadvantagement is

well known: poor children score lower on most measures of achievement, are
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more likely to fall behind their age-peer in school, and are more likely

to drop out before completing high sch6O1. In recognition of these

relationships, poverty statistics are the principal basis for allocating

Federal assistance to local school districts for compensatory educatiOn

programs under Chapter 1 of the Education Consolkdetion and Improvement

Act (formerly Title I, ESEA). In this connection, it is_reassuring to

know that about 71 percent of the LEAs applying for Part A grants in

1980 reported participation in the Title I program.

School dropout rates

Although far from perfect, proportions of children ages 5-17 not

enrolled in school are highly correlated with more direct measures of

school dropout rates. In Fairfax County, Virginia and Montgomery County,

Maryland, for example, pub-11c and private school enrollments (K-12)

account for about 99 percent of the total age-gri5Up 5-17, which is what

one would expect for these highly affluent areas in suburban Washington.

Once again, the four major urban States exhibit the lowest figure on

this measure of disadvantagement, with 7.3 percent of their schoor-age

Indian children not enrolled in school, and once again the:reservation"

States have nearly twice this proportion (13.3 percent). Statistics of

this type for particular areas re highly stable from year to year, and

this means that many Indian children now available to be served in our

schools are on their way to becoming a dropout statistic in some future

year.

Use of an Indian language in the home

Our special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns (which

unfortunately did not include current measures of poverty) indicate that
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about 103,000 Indian children in public schools are from homes where an

Indian language is regularly spoken. This amounts to about 29 percent

of the 360,000 Indian children in the public school universe.

Language-usage may be viewed as one measure of cultural assimilation.

On this view, we should not be surprised tp find that the proportion of

Children in Indian-language homes is lowest in the major urban States

(7.3 percent), and highest in the four States where most of the children

are living on reservations (71.3 percent).

The 14.4 percent figure for Group 5 (see Line C.2 in the righthand

coltimn of Table 5-1) is mostly a reflection of the fact that use of an

Indian language as reported for all the one thousan Choctaw reservation

children in Mississippi.

B. Review of Differences Among State Groups

The last table to be presented sums up our major findings for the

five State groups comprising the nation. In looking for patterns in the

data on Part A participation, we examined a number of variables which

might serve as a basis for grouping States with similar characteristics.

We settled on four: the size of the school-age Indian population (major

States were defined as those with at least 8,500), the proportion of

children living on reservations (the four States in Group 1 were highest

among the 15 major States), the proportion of childrn living in urban,

non-reservation areas (Group 3 represents the four highest major States),

and Part A participation of one or more LEAs in the State.

-1
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TABLE 5-1. Comparisons of Five State Groups, Defined by Size of School-Age
Indian Population, Percent Urban, Percent on Reservations, and
Participation in the Part A Program

State Groups

Fifteen Largest Indian States
4 High % 7 Inter- 4 High % 26 Other Remaining
Reserv.:AZ, mediate Urban:CA Part A States &

MT,NM,SD States* MI,NY,TX States D.C. **

A. Defining Characteristics

1. Size of Indian popula-
tion, ages 5-17 (1980
sample) 111,800 136,200 92,700 78,300 10,800

2. Percent of school-age
Indian children in
urban non-reservation
areas 18.7% 40.8% 76.2% 56.6% 51.0%

3. Percent on reservations 67.5% 11.4% 5.6% 16.8% 9.3%

4. Children counted for
Part A 6ant3--percent
of national total 22.8% 46.8% 18.6% 11.8% -0-

40 B. Total Indian Population

6.2% 1.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.17.
1. Percent of total

population (all races)
2. Percent in poverty,1970

Highest State rate 60.4% 43.5% 22.9% MA NA

Lowest State rate 45.1% 26.6% 21.2% NA NA
,

C. School-Age Indians, 1980

1. Percent not enrolled 13.3% 9.0% 7.3% 9.3% 11.1%

2. Percent in homes where'
Indian language is used 11.3% 2060% 7.2% 16.6% 14.47.

D. Differences in Estimates

1. Ratio of sample estimate
to complete-count 'for
Indians, 5-17, (1980) 1.01 1.02 1.14 1.09 1.19

2. Ratio of only Indian
angestrT to Indfan race .04 .18 -.44 1.06 3.17

3. Ratio of Part A to OCR
reports in 1976*** 1.06 1.17 1.27 1.03

E. Proportion of Second-begree
Children of all 1982 Part A
Documented Students .014 .175 .433 .166

SOURCE: See text%tables and appendices.

* Alaska, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin.
** Delawae, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Mississippi., New Hampfhire, Pennsylvania,

Tennessee, and West Virginia.
*** Matched LEA's only.
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Along the way in our analysis, we have accumulated a good many

observations about these five groups of States, and as Table 5-1 indicates,

there is a pattern to the patterns. Looking just at the contrasts between

Groups 1 and 3 (i.e., the contrasts within the 15 major IndianiStates),

we find that alternative measures, estimates, and definitions of school-

age Indian children (and specifically, of eligible children in Part A

districts) are most stable and consistent for Group 1, where the educational

disadvantageient of Indian children is greatest, and least stable or

consistent in the major urban States which exhibit less severe levels of

disadvantagement. In this light, the findings presented in Chapter II

concerning growth in Part A participation between 1976 and 1980 (see

Table 2-6 on page 25) are reassuring, because the States with the most

stable Indian counts alythe greatest educational needs registered the

greatest gains, while slight declines in participation occurred in the

major urban States. Similarly, our estimates of Part A participation rates

(Table 3-3 on page 37) indicate that up to 96 percent of all eligible

children are being served in Group 1, in contrast to an upper-limit

estimate of 79 percent for the urban States comprising Group 3.

C. Problems of Acqess Unrelated to the Statutory Definition

There are at least thiee categories of Indian children who effectively

do not have access to educational services provided by Part A of the

Indian Education Act: those not enrolled in public schools, those enrolled

in such small numbers as to render local projects impractical, and

those in LEAs that elect not to participate in the program. The relative

*
size of these three groups sets significant limits on Part A participation,

independent of any possible changes in the statutory definition of eligible

children.
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Indian children not enrolled in public school

Table-3-3, based on the 19)(0 Sample Census estimates (page .31-Aove)

indicates that an many as 70,000 Indian children may be outside the public

school universe.' More than a third of these children are in the four

States with large proportions on reservations--42 percent more than would

be expected if such children4,were uniformly distributed in proportion to

the size.of the tilf7a/ sChool-age population.

'Children too dispersed in public schools to be served

The 1976 OCR data indicate that about 13,300 public school Indian

enrollments occur in districts where Indian students amount to fewer than 10.

AB of 1980, according to the Part A Program File, only 7 such children

were being served. Looking at the 20,1004Indians enrolled in small school

districts (those with total, all races, enrollments of under 300), we saw

in Chapter II (page 27) that Part A coverage is fully comparable to that

achieved.for Indian students in all larger districts. 'Nevertheless, the

administration costs asso'ciated with Part A participation impose real

limits on the actual levels of service that can be provided in small LEAs

or LEAs serving Small numbers of Indian children.

Other children in LEAs electing not to particUate in Part A

Our OCR-based estimates of public school Indian children not seived in

1976--the yeom for which estimates of this type are most trustworthy--

1 Our caution ,in describing this estimate stems from concerns about

reporting of Indian enrollments in the Census. For a discussion of

this, see pages 38-39 above.

2 The 1thcoming evaluation study of the tmpact.of the Part A

serv1ces being conducted for the Department by Development Associates,

Incorporated may shed some light on thse limitations, even among LEAs

qualifying for inclusion in the study--at least 30 Indian students,

and at least three continuous years of participation.
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show a total of 109,700 (Table 3-1 on page 33). When this figure is

-reduced by the numbers of Indian children in sma'll LEAs or amounting

to fewer than ten in the LEA, we are left with something close to 80,000

in LEAs that might conceivably participate but have elected not to do so.

Clearly, this is the most important of the three groups of children who

are denied access to Part A services.

Time has not permitted a full analysis of ctors contributing to

non-participation of LEAs with significant Indian enrollments.3 As our

analysis in Chapter II demonstrates, there has been a good deal of turnover

among the Part A LEAs from year to year (Tables 2-2 and 2-4 on pages'15

and 19). Reasons for this are a matter of speculation, but based on an

examination of the size of annual grants to LEAs, we suspect that economic

considerations are important. In 1980, 21.6 percent of the Part A

grants to local projects amounted to less than $10,000, and another 46.3

percent Were in the range, $10,000 to under $40,000. A special program

with regular recordkeeping, reporting, and evaluation requiregnts has

certain unavoidable administrative costs associated with it, before

anything is spent on the.actual provision of service. If staffing and

7

administrative.costs are not to exceed 50 percent of the grant amount,

we suspect that a total grant of more than $40,000 may be needed, and as

we have just seen, more than two-thirds of the LEA grants were below

this figure in 1980. In terms of educational impacts, a lack of sustained

service over a period of years, or services amounting annually to only

3 -The special survey conducted by the4revious study (described in

Appendix 4) solicited information on this point directly.of a limited

sample of non-participating LEAs represented in the Part A Program

File, but we are unable to assess the responses obtained since the

inquiries were by telephone, and no systematic records were kept.

59

64



$20 or $30 per child (after deductin? administrative "overhead" costs),

may be nearly the e ivalent of no service at all.

D. The Relation of Definitions to Indian Counts

When answers are observed to vary widely, it is tempting to believe

that either the witness is being careless with the truth or the question

was not asked with sufficient precision. Lawyers are not alone in

believing this. Survey statisticians, when confronted with hardtocredit

numbers, generally complain about careless respondents and set about

refining their questions for ehe next study. Indeed, the analogy can be

carried a step further, because experienced lawyers and statisticians

have both learned that excessively elaborate questions (generally the

price one pays for precision) merely confuse the witness (or respondent)

and produce a further loss of quality in the answers obtained.

In regard to Indian statistics, our evidence indicates that in the

four major States with high proportions of Indians on reservations it

-s-4,1cely matters how the question is put--the answers are almost uniformly

the same. In other parts of the country, however, the numbers vary

dramatically--not only in response to what question is asked, but when

the question is asked and the conte24 in which it is presented.4

In 1978, in lieu of changing the statutory definition of Indian,

Congress elected to modify and extend the iffformation required on the 506

Indian student certific:11bn forms, while mandating this report at the ,

same time. The 506 forms represent arather determined effort to

"operationalize," or impart added precision to, the basic question of

4 In this latter connection, see our analysis of differences between the

completecount and sample estimates of Indians in. the 1980 Census data

(Appendix C).
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eligibility for services provided under the Indian Education Act.

Unfortunately, there is some reason to believe that, except in the hands

of experienced experts, the 506 form produces confusion: its logic is by

no means self-evident, and lacking familiarity with the statutory

definition, it is not easy to decide how to fill out the form efficiently

and in conformity to the instructions.5 Our special study of the 506

forms was not designed to pick up evidence f conrion, and it is

reasonable to assume that local project dir ctord have screened out some

of the confusion by asking parents to make corrections. Nevertheless,

there is evidence of confusion in the data we obtained, with about 5 percent

of the forms proViding redundent or contradictory responses.6

We see no solution to the problem of how to impart(stability and

uniform meaning to the numbers of students locally,counted for participation

in the Part A program. As members of various Indian communities have

pointed out repeatedly, the term Indian has no singular meaning.7 Indeed,

for years, it was the official policy of the Federal government to promote

the assimilation of Indian groups and thus dilute or erode the social

5 It was a failure to conform to thpflogic that invalidated
the special survey conducted by t e previous study (see Appendix A).
Thus, with some chagrin, we mu tate that the logically defective
question used in that survey escaped the notice of reviewers. We

are also unable to find any evidence that this defective question
produced any complaints from respondents in the 320 Part A LEAs
to whom the questionnaire was mailed.

6 Many Eskimo and Aleut forms indicate first and second-degree descent,
and for some children shown to be members of tribes in their own
right, first- and second-degree descent was also indicated.. We are
unable to estimate confusion od the point of priorities as between
Alaska native, Federal recognition, and State recognition because
our method of recording the forms imposed those priorities.

7 One reflection of the diversity of_Indian communities is the fact that
coders at the Bureau of the Census recognize more than 500 Indian
tribes and 187 Indian languages.
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meaning of the'term. In the decade of the-teventies, however, the Federal

governmentlpok a number of steps calculated to heighten or validate-

racial and ethnic self-awareness, and our evidence shows there were substantial

shifts in the population toward Indian identification during.this period.8

Whatever the doubts concerning Indian statistics, the purposes. of the

Indian Education Act continue to be valid ones, and there is ample evidence

of continued need. Responsible managers will always want a system of

logical accounts for any program they administer, but there are real

costs associated with any accounting system, and those costs should never
sr

be permitted to overwhelm the basic purposes of the program.

8 Analysis presented in Appendix C indicates that 66,000 of the school-
age Indian children enumerated in the 1980 Census were reported in
a different race category in 1970.
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APPENDIX A: ANALYSIS OF DEFECTS IN THE ESTIMATES CONTAINED IN THE 1981
REPORT ON THE DEFINITION OF INDIAN

1. The Special Survey of Part A and Non-Part4-5chool Districts

In May of 1980 the previous study conducted a special mail and telephone

survey of a sample of 424 school districts drawn from a 'universe" of

Au

about 3,200 districts with one or more Indian students.' The study relied

,on this survey for answers to three key questions:

o How many children would lose eligibility if the statutóry_definition

was changed to exclude second-degree descendants? (Answer: 7,7004

or less than 2 percent of all current eligibles.--See Table 9'on

page 22 of the 1981 ieport.)

o How many eligible Indian children were enrolled in LEAs not receiving

Part A grants in 1980? (Answer: Close'to 80,000 as indicated in

Table 16 on page 31).

:o How many of the Indian children enrolled in LEAs with Part A grants

were actu y being served? (Answer: 282,430 ot about 86 percent ,

of the 3 8,400 reporied enrollments, from Table 14 on page 30).

Defective survey instrument

The survey was initiated through a mail questionnaire which asked

just three questions. Question 1 requested identification of the LEA

respondent. Qtestion 3 asked for estimated numbers of Indian children

being served under Title IV of the Indian Education Act and the percentage

,

of those same children served under the Johnson O'Malley Act. Question 2
'r

is teproduced in its entirety below:

I See in this connection Table A-1 on page 61 of the 1981 report4.

A-1
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2. Please give below the number of Indian children on the
roll of the schools in your school district as of
October 1, 1979, or the nearest date thereto when a fall
meibership count was taken.

(Number)

(a) Of this number:
1,4

(1) What percentage of these children are
members of federally recognized tribes?

(2) What percentage of these children are
members of non-federally recognized
tribes?

(3) What percentage of these children do
not fall under either of the above
categories?

TOTAL 100 %

(b) Of this number, in your judgment:

(1) What pe-rcentage of these children
are considered Indians only by virtue
of thei/ natural parents (ancestors,
first degree)?

(2) What percentage of these chtldren
are considered Indian only by viirtue
of their natural grandparents -(ancestor,
2nd degree)?

(3) What percentage,of these children are
considered Indian for neither of the
above. reasons (for example, adoptions,
foster children, children in
institutions, etc.)? 7.

TOTAL 100

A critical.defect is contained in Question 2(b), which refers to the

total number of Indian children the dirrict and requires the percentages

to add up to 100. To address the study mandate, the question of
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descendency should apply only to the children represeted in category

three ot Question 2(a)--those children that re neither members of federally

recognized tribes nor members of non-fTJ:czerly recognized tribes. This

concept is expressed in the phrase, "only by virtue of," but is contradicted

by the requirement that the percentages add to 100. Based on the few

returned questionnaires we have been able to examine, it appears that

most respondents ignored the restrictive language ,of the question and

reported percentages which'accounted fbr all of their Indian students.

Oddly enough, this interpretation is reflected in the original report's

estimates of sampling errors (Appendix A), where the estimated number of

second-degree Indian children in the United States is shown to be

about 110,000 (plus or minus 5,800), as opposed to the 7,700 'figure

given in the body of the report (Table 9, page 22).

Incomplete universe of school districts with Indian enrollments

4

The second major flaw of the special survey is that the universe of

school districts from which the survey sample was drawn was inadequally

identified; Subsequent iavestigation revealed that the universe was A

defined as those districts represented in the Office of Indian Education's

OfjPart A Program File. With only minor ceptions, all districts receiving

Part A grants over the perAod 1976 to 1980 are accurately represented in this

file, but the file is seriously incomplete in its representation of non-

Part A districts with rndian enrollments. Using the Office for Civil

Rights 1976 census of public elementary and secondary school districts,

'we have identified over 3,500 LEAs, with Indian enrollments totaling 34,600,

which are not included in the Part A Program file, and therefore could

not have been selected for participation in the special survey.
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2. Comparisons with Independent Estimates

The prior stUdi included treindePendent estimates of the number of

Indian Children for comparison with the estimates on the Office of Indian

Education's Part A Program file--the )978 Office for Civil Rights estimate

of Indian children enrolled in public schools, and projections of school-age

Indian children from 1970 to 1980. yhe latter estimates were based on

/t
the 1970 census counts, infortast.tbn about births, and certain assumptions

about shifts in racial identification contributing to greater numbers of

self-reported Indians. These comparisons were designed to address two

basic questions:

o The validity question: Are estimates based on the Program
file (and the survey which used this fije as its sampling
frame) reasonably consistent with ot4er independent estimates?

o The trend question: Have there been significant changes
over time in the proportion ofindependently estimated
school-age Indian children claimed by districts participating
in the Part A Program?

The validity question was examined from two standpoints. First, estimates

of Indian children in palic school districts represented in et4e Program

fite as of 1980 were compared with the 1978 Office for Civil Rights

survey estimates of the same population. Allowing for increases over

the two-year interval separating the two estimates, the OCR figure was

judged to be aboat 5 percent lower. However, as the Program file also

includes the 1978 claims for Part A districts as well as the 1978 enrollments

of other districts not participating in the program, it was not necessary

to speculate about changes over the two-year interval. Before making

this comparrson, however, the 1978 OCR estimate must be adjusted upward

to alllw for Indian students in districts with total enrollments of less

than 300, and by one of those strange coincidences of statistics, this
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o
adjustmen nt amout fto about 5 percent.* Table A-1 incorporates these adjustments
in the 1978 OCR estimates, and exhibits logically comparable estimates

based on districts represented in the-Part A program file for 1978.

TABLE A-1: Comparison of Adjusted 1978 OCR and Part A Program File
with-One or More IndianEstimates for 1978 of Districts

Students

Source of Estimate and Size Number of Total Indian

of Indian Enrollments Districts Enrollments

1978 OCR, Adjusted*

1-9 Indian students 4,264 13,700'.

10+ Indian students 2,830 334,400

TOTAL 7,094 348,100

1978 Part A Program File

1-9 Indian students 583 2,800

10+ Indian students 2,573 392,300

'TOTAL 3,156** 395,100

* Based on a comparison with the 1976 OCR survey for districts with
,total enrollments of less than 300, the number of districts shown
for 1978 has been increased by 881 (of which 580 fall in the,category
of 1-9 Indians) and total Indian enrollments have been increased by
18,700 (of which 1,700 fall in the.1-9 Indians pategory),

** The total number of districts represented in the Program File for
the period, 1976-1980, is 3,641, but 485 of these are shown as
having no Indian enrollments as of 1978.

SOURCE: Specialtabulations of the Part A Program File, the 1978 OCR
file, and the 1976 OCR file.

* The 1978 OCR survey sampled 6,056 of the estimated 12,000 dist
cicts

with enrollments Af 300 or more. Using data from the 1976 OCR survey
(when all 16,000 public school districts were canvassed)'it is possible
to estimate the number of small districts with one or more Indian
students and their total Indian enrollments.

.
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The principal conclusions which emerge from an examination of Table A-1

are first, that the Program File is not adequately representative of the

universe of public school districts with Indian enrollments, and second

that substantial discrepancies must exist between the numbers of Indian

students contained in the Program File for individual districts and what

those districts reported to the Office for Civil Rights. Since the

Program File contains all of the Part A districts, the net effect of

these discrepancies is to substantially understate the number of non-

participating districts and also to underestimate their Indian enrollments.

The only way tvbtain conclusive evidence on this last point is to attempt

to match individual school Aistricts represented in the two files. Using

the 1976 OCR file (the most recent survey covering all public school

districts), our analysis shows that about 32,500 Indian enrollments were

reported to the Office.for Civil Rights in 1976 by districts not represented

in the Program File through 1980. A complete description of this analysis

, is presented in Chapter III.

The second validation'comparison was made against the projection for

1980 of 495,600 school-age Indian children as determined from 1970 Census

counts and other assumptions. The analysis in Chapter 4 of the previous

report demonstrates that after subtracting from this number, children

not enrolled in public schools and those enrolled in non-participating

districts, the remainder coincides perfectly with the aggregate claims of

Part A distr.icts in 1980--namely, 328,400. Unfortunately, there were two

critical errors in this analysis: the number of Indian children in public

school districts not participating in the Part A programs was underestimated

by about 30,000, add the number of school-age Infan children was
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overestimated by about 90,000. Thus, when corrictions are made for these

two errors, it becomes impossible to balance the accounts and validate

the claims of Part A districts.

3. Summary of Findings Concet41ng the Previous Report

Due to inflated projections of school-age children, the omission of a

large,num r of districts with significant Indian enrollments from the

Program Fil on wh ch the previous study relied, and a defective questionnaire,

major conclus ns set forth in the 1981 report could not be sustained.

These conclusions involved the validity of enrollment claims for the

Part A program, participation tt.ends in recent year numbers of Indian

children in eligible but non-participating school districts, and estimates

of the impact of excluding children who are Indian by virtue of second

degree descent. Since these matters were judged to be central to the

purposes of'the study,-the Department declined to endorse the report's

estimates and undertook the further work which has resulted in this

' report.
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APPENDIX B: DESCRDPTION OF THE SPECIAL STUDY OF THE FORMS

(SPRING, 1982)

Overview

This Appendix provides a description uf the procedures used by Development

Associates' field staff to collect Indian Certification (506) form information

from a representative sample of 116 projects during the Title IV, Part A Impact

Evaluation. The infOrmation was collected during the-SprinG of 1S.82 (April, May

and June), during site visits which also collected data for the Impact

Evaluation.' Information was.gathered from 33,940 Indi-iiiStAnt Certification

forms in the 116 LEAs with Title IV, Part A projects. In some projects,

information was copied from all available forms, while in other projects''

information was copied from a random sample of the forms, based on centra1

developed guidelines.

Specific Procedures Used

A number of quality control pr4ocedures were used to ensure that (1) the proper

number of 506 forms werraccurately sele.cted and (2)-information was properly

recorded without distortion or omissions.

1. Staff

Experienced, well trained Native American data collectors were used as field

staff. The staff were assigned to the same projects which they had visited

during the Impact Evaluation study's Fall data collection visit. Only the.

most qualified field staff were retained for Sprin9 data collection purposes.

Thus, these staff were familiar with the local context, ana with file data

sources at these sites.
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Field staff worked in teams of two, with one person designated as team

leader. The team leaders were responsible for locatin the relevant set of

506 forms from site sources, applying the samplin strategy, and quality

control of the recorded information in the field.

2. Training

b

All field staff were formally trained in group sessions, using a variety of

training techniques. The need to perform this work accurately was stressed.

Also, all terms were also explained; all questions were resolved; and

contingencies were discussed. Durimlk,training, field staff used and retained

a comprehensive field data collection manual which contained explicit

instructions, samples of blank forms and examples of how to'record information

from the 506 forms onto the data collection recording sheets.

3. Selection of Forms

Each member of the field staff was provided during training with a spread

sheet indicating the total number of 506 forms expected per site and the

Sampling fractcion to be used in determining the actual number of 506 forms

from which data were to be recorded. A supplementary sheet entitled "506 Form

Sampling Procedures " was provided the staff for use in determinin.g the

particular 506 forms for review. These instructions explained how to select

forms using the sampling fraction for each project found on the spread sheet.

It indicated, for example, that to apply a sampling fraction of .67, field

staff were to Callect data from two of every three forms, and that this,was to

be done by skipping the first form out of every group of three, and using the

other two.

0

Field staff were explicitly told that the sampling fraction was to be applied

to the total number of forms actually found at the site, and that thL expected

number of 506 forms (which came from the projett funding application) was

provided only as a v.ide.
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4. Recordin's of Information

Information on descendency and from "item B" of the 506 forms were recorded.

Field staff used a machine-processable, specially-designed data recording form

with pre-printed labels on columns. This form closely resembled actual 506

forms with respect to the two types of information to be recorded. The

project name was written on each data recording sheet used, as well as the

page numbgr where there were continuation pages. Each line of the data

recording form was used in sequenCe without skipped lines being pre,sen1.---As

many continuation sheets were used as needed to record the full number of

students selected.

Staff were instructed first to record information for' the item dealing with

descendance (i.e., whether the tribal member is a child, natural parent or

natural grandparent). Checkmarks were used for recording purposes for this

item. If two or more boxes were checked on the actual 506 form, then fitld

staff were instructed to record whatever was marked, and not make any decision

on which answer to select. (Central office coders later manually reviewed

each page_from each site, and based on discussion and guidance from stud'

)/directors, assigned a unique code to each combination of checkmarks fIund in
this item, so that actual responses were retained.)

Field staff then used checkmarks to record "item B" information. Again, they

were instructed to record whatever was found on the actual form, even if both

"Column 1" and "Column 2" " were checked. Multiple check marks in either of

the two "Columns" also were recorded when they appeared.

Following data collection, quality reviews were done by trained coders and

editors at the central office before the data recording florms were sent to the

keypunching facility which was given explicit and 100% independent

verificationhata'entry instructions. Codes to be keystroked were pre-printed ,

on the form to minimize data entry errors, and were supplemented as needed.°
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APPENDIX C: EVALUATION OF THE 1980 CENSUS DATA ON INDLANS

1. Increases in Indian Birth-Cohorts Between 1970 and 1980

Table C-1 breaks down the 1970 and 1980 censug data for school-age (5

through 17) Indian race children into a set of birth cohorts, sPecified

to facilitate intercensal comparisons, as well as interpolations for 1976.

The structure of Table C-1 is.familiar to demographers, who 4re accustomed

t to "aging" birth cohorts and watching them move up in the population

pyramids described by each of the decennial censuses. Thirty or forty

years ago, it was even possible to estimate race-and-age-specific mortality

TABLE C-1: Estimates of Indian Children Cohorts from the 1970 and
1980 Census, with Interpolations for 1976

r- - Number's in Thousands

Birth Cohorts
1970
Census*

1976 Inter-
Tolations

1980
Census**

1970-1980
thcrease

1. Born 1953 to 1958 114.7 140.1 157.0 42.3-

2. Born 1959 to 1962 91.2 109.8
\

122.2 31.0

3. Born 1963 to 1965 69.3 87.6 99.8 30.5

4. Born 1966 to 1970 114.3 135.6 149.8 35.5

5. Born 1971.* 25,$ 28.2

6. Born 1972 to 1975 102.0 112.7

Total Ages 5-17 in the years
indicated 275.2 358.5 390.5 ,115.3

Born 1963 to 1970 183.6 223.2 249.6 66.0

* 1970 Census estimates are adjusted fofEstimated Net Undercounts. See

in this connection Passel, Jeffrey S.,'ProviOional Evaluation of the
1970 Census Count of American Ipdians, in Demography, Volume 13,
Number 3, August 1976 ("Preferfed Estimate" in Table 1, p. 398).

** 1980 Census figures are based on unpublished tabulations of the
complete Census returns for Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut children. The

estimates shown here have been reduced by 3.8 percent. (The 1980
sample estimate of Eskimo and Aleut children expressed as a percent
of the combined races figure for children ages 5-17.)
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rates by this method, based on progressive reductions in the total size

of the,cohort. What is shown in Table C-1, howeve'r, is 11 to 43 percent

increases in the .four birth cohorts for which a 1970 to:ii1980 comParison

4

is possible. Confronted with data such as these, any,traditional demographer

would immediately suspect

in the logical accounts.

in any direct comparison

we have done our best to

major problems of methodology or serious clefects

\

In fact, both types of problems are involved

of the published figures for 0,70 and 1980, but

correct for them in our.table.

the 1970 figures include corrections for an undirenumeration of Indians

in the 1970 Census, and the 1980 figures have been adjusted to exclude

Eskimo and Aleut children for the sake of comparability with qe 1970

Census, which included these two groups in the "Other races" category.

What we are left with is a substantive problem. Based on the 1980-

Censu, we would estimate (allowing for infant mortality) that a little

over 250,000 Indian children were born between 1963 and 1970. Using the

1970 Census findings, however, we would believe the true number to be

less than 190,000. This particular group is of direct concern b.Ocause

they were living at the time of the 1970 Census, and in 1980, at ages 10-17,

were a major portion of the school-age population. Note that the increase

in size of this birth cohort accounts for more than half of the tenyear

iacrease in the number of school-age Indian children (66,000 out of

115,300). Are these 66,000 "new Indians," 66,000 previously misclassified

.1)0Indians, or some impossible-to-specify combination of the two? For

further enlightenment, we turn to an examination of the Census questions

\asked in 1970 and in 1980..
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2. Changes in the Form and Meaning of the Race Questions

The most'conspicuous difference between the two questions exhibited

below is the proliferation of categories between 1970 and 1980--from

9 to 15. Of equal importance is the fackthat the 1980 question omits

any reference to race. Strictly speaking, there wae no race question as

such in the 1980 Census.

Item 4 of 1970 Census
Questionnaire

Item 4 of 1980 Census

Questionnaire

4. COLOR OR RACE

Fill one circle
If "Indian (American)" also give tribe
If "Other," also give race.

o White
o Negro or Black
o Indian (Amer.)

Print Tribe:
o Japanese
o Chinese
o Filipino
o Hawaiian
o Korean
o Other: Print Race:

4. IS THIS PERSON--

Fill one circle.

o White
o Black or Negro
o Japanese

,,o Chinese
o Filipino
o Korean
o Vietnamese
o Indian (Amer.)

Print Tribe:
o Asian Indian
o Hawaiian
o Guamanian
o Samoan
o Eskimo
o Aleut
o Other--Specify:

Changes in questions related to race are one expression of the changing

meaning of traditional racial categories. Another is the evidence of

increases in the size of Indian birth cohorts between 1970 and 1980.

Still another is to be found in comparisons of sample estimates with

complete-count figures for school-age Indians in the 1980 Census.

C-3
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3. Differences Between Sample Estimates and Complete-Count Figures in 1980

Table C-2 shows that the "long-form" Census sample questionnaires appear

to-have elicited-slightly different responses to the (unlabelled) race question

'"`
than did the "short-form" complete-count questionnaires. Interpretations

of the observed differences re partly a matter of speculation, but it i Oar_

almost certain that the differences are not due to normal sampling variability.

On average, the 1980 Census "long-form" sample covered 20 percent

of the population (a minimum sampling rate of 15 percent, and 50 percent-
,

in small jurisdictions with an entitlement under the General Revenue Sharing

Act). Normal sampling variability could be expected to produce small

deviations above and below the "true" or complete-count figures.

TABLE C-2: Comparison of 1980 Sample and Complete Count Figures for
4A

.- Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut Children, Ages 5-17 (see also
Appendix table )

Alaska 19.6
Arizona 50.1
California 50.3
Michigan 12.5
Minnesota 11.4

Montana
001

11 7
New Mexico 33.1
New York 9.8
North Carolina 18.5
dklahoma 48:9
Oregon 7.8
South Dakota 15.3

Texas 8.9
Washington 17.6
Wisconsin 9.3

Numbers in Thousands
'Complete 20 Percent Sample

Count Totals Estimates

19.7
50.4
56.5
13.9
12.3
11.9
33.6
11.2
18.9
49.2

8.6
2 15.9
11.1
17.7
9.6

Ratio of Col. 2
to Col. 1

-.

,._ Subtotal 324.8 340.7 1.05
Ali Others -81.0 89.1 1.10
TOTAL, U.S 405.8 429.8 1.06

1.01
1.01
1.12
1.11
1.08
1.02
1.02
1:14
1.02

1.01
1.10

1.04
1.25
1.01
1.03

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau ot the Census, unpublished complete-count
tabulations and special tabulations of the sample data for the
Department of Education.
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Table C-2, however, indicates that the samPle estimates are larger for

all 15 of the major Part A States (overall, 5 percent higher for.*the

group) and that for the remaining.36 States and the District of. Columbia

(represented here in the "A1.1 Others" category), the aggregate exCess.

amounts to 10 percent of the completecount pure.

4. Estimates of Children of Indian Ancestry But Not Race

Still another type of evidence ia available to us from the 1980

Census. Item 14 of the sample questionnaire requested inforitation on

each person's ancestiy, ("What is this Person's ancestry:1") and up to

two responses were recorded. Thus, it is possible to examine the numbv

of schoolage children for whom American Indian ancestry was reported

(to the explusion of yother ancestry) but -who were not reported to be

of the,Indian race (including Eskimo and A1450. This permits us to

consider estimates of "Indian" children, where the definition is e9.4,ried

to include Indian ancestry (with no other ancestry indicated) but not.'

,Indian "race" (the quotes here are to remind us that Item 4 on,,the 1980

Census questionnaire was not expressly designated as a question about race).

Table C-3 shows that inclusion of onlyIndianadcestry children

produces modest increases of 4 or 5 percent in States- like Arizona and

4

New Mexico, while more than doubling the Indian race counts for Texas and

the other 35 States shown here as "AlI Others." For three Southern States

'

included in this group, the ratio of
Indianancestrynotrace children to

Indian "race" children ranges from 3.7,td 8.8.



TABLE C-4: Sample Estimates of School-Age Indian Children for 1980,
With and Without Only. Indian Ancestry Children

States

qumbers in ',Thousands
Other Racea But
Onitr Indian

Ancestry
(2)

"Rade"..Indian,.

Eskimo or Aleut
(1).

Total of Ratio of
Col. 1 and Col. 3 to
Col. 2 Col. 1

(3) (4)

Alaska
Arizona.. OOOOO

California
Michigan
Minnesota
Montana
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina

- Oklahoma

Oregon
Sout4 Dakota
Texas
Washington
Wisconsin

19.7

50.4

56.5
13.9
12.3
11.9 -

33.6

11.2
18.9
49.2

8.6
15.9
11.1
17.7

9.6

0.6
2.0

15.3
5.7
0.7

0.6,

1.1

5.9

6.4

10.5
2.9

0.3
14.9
3.1

0.7

20.3
52.4
71.8
19.6
13.0

12.5
34.7

17.1

25.3

59.7
11.5
16.2
26.0
20.8
10.3

1.03
1.04
1.27

1.41
1.06

L.05
1.03
1.53
1.34
1.21

1.33
1.02
2.34
1.18
1.08

Subtotal 340.7 70.7 1.21

All Others 89.1. 114.4 2.28

TOTAL; U.S 429.8 185.1, 1.43

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the 1980.Census sample returns.(U.S.
Bureau of Census).

5.. Evaluation of These Observations

The behavior of the 1980 Census statistics on Indian race and ancevry,

1

"and the differences in those statistics observed here among States, are

411.4
203.5
614.9

generally consistent with what might be called the social-psychological

theory of race. Under this theory, the fcts (and statistics) of race

will,be most stable-i-both socially and gsychologically--where'there are

established patterns ot discrimination based on race, anc1,where me ers of

a given racial: group are readily ideAifiable within their communfties.

The 1980 Census "rate" question is an amalgam of discriminations being

made (or urged) across a diverse range of "communities" but there is no
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caMmunity in which all the Choices it Offers are meaningful. Standard

responses to progressively elaborated questions are simply not to be

eXpected; as the race que tion changes, so will the answers.

In regard to the Stet 'differences we have observed, the theory fits

quite well: In.States where higher proportions reported a sixcific tribal

.affiliation (of tACI:se checking American Indiail on the "'race" question)

the statistics are more stable. The same holds for States with larger

proportions of,Indian d for States where-there are significant numbers

living on reservations. Using the 50 States and the District ol ColImbia

as our units of analysis, three variables--pernt total population

Indian, percent of all Indians (race) reporting a tribe or living on a

reservat.ion, and percent in homestere an Indian language is spoken--are

significantly correlated with both of the variables which measure the

"expandibility" of Indian counts. Thf.s evidence is presented in Table'

0-
% TABLE C-4. Correlations Between State Level Attributesapf,the Indian

Population and Two Measure of the Expandibrlity or
Instability of:Indian Counts.

State-Level.Attributes
Ratio of Sample Ratio of
tcr Complete-Count Ancestry Only
on Race ' to Race

1. Percent of total population in,
the State, ages 5-17, of Indian
"race"

r = -.31* r =

2. Percent of Indian race (5-17)
with tribe reported or living on r =
aireservation

3. Percent of Indianfra e (5-17) in ,

homes where an Inia)1 Language
is spoken

r

r = -.28* r

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the-1980
'Census Sample and Complete-Count
data.
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1

On tbAlobasis of this evidence, we conclude that the 1980 Census data on

Indians have a dual significance: they continue to tell us a great deal

about the real situation of Indians in different parts of the nation, but

at the same time they also tell us something about the changing meaning

of "Indian" as a response to different citTstions presented in diffrent

contexts and i fferent times. A
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APPENDIX D: DETAILED STATE TABLES

-
1. Part A Parttcipation in 1976 and 1980

2. Changes in Part A Participation, 1976 to 1980

3. Matched Comparisonb with the 1976 OCR File for Part A LEAs

4. Vartables Usel in Defining Five State Groups

5, Racial, TribA, and Language Characteristics of School-Age
Children

6. Educational Characteristics of the School-Age Indian Population

7. Measures of Concentration of Indian Children in Public Schools:

1976

8. Selected Characteristics of Individual States

9. OCR Reports of Indians in Pubfic School, 1976, 1978, and 1980

10. Comparison of 1980 Census Sample, Complete-Count, Race, and

Ancestry Data
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. TA(LE D-1: PART AIPARTICIPATION IN 1976 AND 1980

STATE

GRANTS---+

1976 1.980
[1] [2] .

+---NUMBER

1976
[3]

OF LEAS--+ +-TOTAL INDIANS---+

1980 1976 1980
[4] [5] (63

ALABAMA* 99,485 225,794 5 6 1,313N,_ 2,133
ALASKA 3,244,715 5,289,598 46 , 44 17,195 -Its 17,992
ARXZONA. 2;241,049 4,267,972 40 60 24,200 33,200
AMANSAS 14,223 29,615 1 1 206 329
CALIFORNIA 3,918,401 5,535,601 159 155 36,258 37,243
COLORADO 142,222 199,825 11 8 1,361 1,1506
CONNEtTICUT 31,090, 23,962 5 2 241 151
DELAWhRE 0 0 0 0 0
D C 0 0 0 0 0
FLORIDA 73,967 60,991 5 5 764 51
GEORGIA .3,967 0 1 0 50
HAWAII 0 .0 0 0 0

IDAHO 165,094 219,893 12 41 2,077 2,02
ILLINOIS 143,977 96,045 .2 2 1,164 62
INDIANA
IOWA

6,447 8,294
-94,075 97,406

2
5

2
3

68
897 66i)

7

KANSAS 140,049 167,708 7 6 1,355 1,250
KENTUCKY 0 0

*376,398
0 0 0 0

LOUISIANA 356,481 8 6 (4,221 3,090
MAINE 4 56,899 52,914 10 4 660 462
MARYLAND 263,716 252,316 7 6 2,056 1,518
MASSACHUSETTS 62,810 132,387 7 4 557 714
MICHIGAN 2,467,647 2,909,409. 121 107 19,389 18,008
MINNESOTA' 1,484,815 1,669,008 56 11,894 10,643
MISSISSIPPI 3,906 0 2 _ 0 60 0

MISSOURI 5,434 5,167 1 1 57 42
MONTANA 896,681 1,655,014 38 48 8,296 '10,583
NEBRASKA 187,908 222,711 12 10 J,836 1,586
NEVADA 260,030 398)706 11 11 2,559 3,034
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 or 0 0 0 '0

NEW JERSEY 0 36,646 0 1 0 186
(NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK

2,090,317 3,106,057
1,089,503 1,111,935

20
16

23
^rN 15

23,460 25,172
5,693 4,954

NORTH CARD.INA 1,082,041 1,731,891 20 23 12,697 16,140
NORTH DAKOTA 327,896- .616,943 14 22 3,599 4,905
OHIO -69,419 183,276 4 4 705 1,437.
OKLAHOMA 5,348,29t 9,248,767 219 277 65,621 79,501
OREGON 474,921 921,319 22 30 3,919 5,509
PENNSYLVANIA 0 0 0 0 0 0
RHODE ISLAND 0 19,676 0 3 0 122
SOUTH CAROLINA 0 6,995 0 1 0 70
SOUTH DAKOTA 772,238 1,205,966 30 34- 8,915 10,595
TENNESSEE 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEXAS 95,784 149,344 8 5 1,158 1,214
UTAH 300,969 520,006 15 15 3,632 4,954
VERMONT 0 25,445 0 1 0 193
VIRGINIA 27,923 22,923 3 2 287 194
WASHINGTON. 2,093,326 2,819,209 69 74 18,2/0 17,897
WEST VIRGINIA 11,290 0 1 .0 140 0
WISCONSIN ' 816,455 1,052,555 35 38 7,016 6,556
WYOMING 124,777 266,300 6 8 t,093 1,635

U. S. TOTAL 31,110,353 46,922,070 1,061
4
1,134 294)-456 328,407

NOTE: Column 6 cGatains about 6,400 enrollments in,12 tribally-controlled
oschools. These sehools received grants amountlng to-about $4.7
million in 1980, in sO4Uion to the total shown at the bottom of
Column 2 for LEt grfrits in 1980.
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ABLE D-2: CHANGES IN PART A PARTICIPATION,1976 TO

+-NUMBER OF LEAS PARTICIPATING-+

'76 & '80 ONLY '76 ONLY '80

+---CHANGES

NET DIFF
ALL LEAS

HINDIAN

LOSSES
('76 ONLY)

COUNTS---+

GAINS
('80 ONLY)

STAT [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]

ALABAMA 4 1 2 784 110 q48
ALASKA 41 5 2,517 1,647 279
ARXONA 38 2 22 6,957 545 7,775
.ARKANSAS 1 123
CALIFORNIA 120 39 35 2,212 3,922 5,548
COLORADO 7 4 327 459 90
CCNNECTI UT 2 3 72

4 1 -161 95 62
GEORGIA 1 50
IDAHO 8 4 80 149 13

ILLINOIS 2 -544
INDIANA 2 2

IOWA 3 1 2 228
KANSAS 6 1 -74. 29
LOUISIANA 6 2 -668 1,309
MAINE , 4 6 -41 ,182
MARYLAND 6 1 -465 205

.MASSACHUSETTS 3 4 . 218 134 12

MICHIGAN 82 39 25 -73 2,338 2,43
MINNESOTA 51 10 5 -1,065 331 242
MISSISSIPPI 0 24 60
MISSOURI -51 57 - 42
MONTANA 35 4 14 1,676 371 )*2,861
NEBRASKA 8 4 2 -160 158 98
NEVADA 10 1 -298 14 181

NEW JERSEY 186 186
MEXICO 17 3 6. 1,795 106 2,913NEW

NEW YORK 15- -669 85
NORTH CAROLINA 19 1 4 2,454 I4Z 1,446
NJRTH DAKOTA 4 13 1 9 906 175 998
OHIO 4 732
OKLAHOMA 186 33 91 6,696 4.,713 16\356
OREGON 19 3 1r 1,663 69 1A111
RHODE ISLAND 3 92 0 122
SOUTH CAROLINA 20 70

SOUTH DAKOTA 23 7 11 1,757 434 2,151
TEXAS 4 4 1 119 273 74
UTAH 15 0 . 0 1,32.2

VER!1ONT 0. o 1

...p+

193 193

VIRGINIA 2 1 -59 79 . ,0

WASHINGTON 61 a 13 -104 1,234 1,521
WEST VIRGINIA 1 -23 140

WISCONSIN . 6 32 3 6 -487 144 1,179.
WYOMING 6 2 542 386

U. S. TOTAL 859 203 276 29,050 20,109 49,04.6

NOTE: *Gains shown in Column 6 include enrollments in triblly-codtrolled
schools (amounting to about 6;400) not' included in the 1976 student

counts. '

. D-2
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STATE

4.47.

TABLE D-3: MATCHED COMPARISON WITH 1976 OCR OF 1976 PART A LEAS

NUMBER OF MATCHED LEAS----+ +-EXCESS OF PART A INDIANS OVER OCR+

TOTAL # OVER RATIO OF
NUMBER 110% OF OCR 2 TO 1

[1] [27 (37

NET
EXCESS

C47

EiCESS AS EXCESS IN LEAS
% OF OCR >111% OF OCR

(57 (6)

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
FLORIDA
'GEORGIA
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MrSSOURI ,

MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA
'.NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO
OX1AHOMA
OREGON
SOUTH DAKDTA-
TEXAS
UTAH
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON .

WEST VIRGrNIA-
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

U. S..TOTAL

5 4 .800 755 135.3
42 6 .143 -914 -5.4
40 7 .176 1,823 .8.2

1 o i. .000 .12 6.2
154 71 461 22.06,264
11 5 .455 -109 -7.4

..

5 2 .400 31 14,-8
5 3 .600 168 28.2
1

.1 1.000 - 14 38.9
12 5 .417 200,, 10.7
2 o .000 35 3.1
2 1 .500 16 30.8
5 2 .400 39 4.5
7 2 .286 52 4.0
8 3 .375 571 15.6
5 3 .600 20. 9,8
7 2 .286 270 15.1.
7 4 .571 . 129 30.1

117 53 .496 5,503 40.8
59 27 .458 1,261 13.0
2 1 .500 2. 3.4
1 o .000 -17 -23.0

33 . ° . 11 .333 172 2.8
11 5 .455 210. ... 135
11 . 2 .132 -266 -9.4
20 3 .150 398'

,102
1.7

116 . 7 .438 24.0
20 o .000 -509 -3:9
12 1 .083 . -963 -T22.6
4 2 .5043 -183 .-20.6

214 122 .570 '' 16,569 34.3
. 21 .3 .143 -740 \-16.3

: 29 , 9 .310 '01,208 16.2
8 1 .125- -92 -7.4
15 2 .133-, -319 -8.1
3 1 .333 16 5.9

65 30 .462 2,007
1 1 ' .000 95 211,1

35 13 "

6, 1

1.371 1;524
9

27.7
0.167 0.8

1,022 421' 0.412 36,373 14.7

332
119
934

0.
10,400

90
91-
174
14

226
0

19
62
95

590
44
953
114

6,968
1,399

5
0

893
203
38
123

1,299
0

28;

18,694
332

1,261
30,

41
.1,

2,840
95

25

50,296

-NOTE: Negative.figures'in Columns 4 and 5 indicate tfi.;.t l'art A student

counts were lower than indian enrollments reports to the Office
for CivilRights,.

D-3
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Thl:E 0-4: VARIABLES -USED IN

INDIANS AGE 5-17 .1.

TOTAL PCT ON PCT
NUNIK RESERV. URBAN

-STATE [I] (2) 13

ALABAMA 2,201 0 7

ALASKA 19,-745P- 1 29
ARIZONA 50,377 76 20
ARKANSAS 2,907 0 37
CALIFORNIA 56;520 5 81
COLORADO 5,478 11 73
CONNECTICUT 1,168 1 81
DELAWARE 314 0 27
I Y C ' 137 0 ,

101
FLORIDA 4,763 4 71
GEORGIA 2,214 0 51
HAAII 505 0 81
IPAHO 3.022 41 30
ILLImns 4-,484 1 834
INDIANA 2047 0 72
IOWA 1,933 6, , 69
KANSAS 4-073 5 67

Aii. KENTUCKY
'1111 LOUISIANA

837
3,355

0.
.i.
c

57
45

MAINE 1,226 35 29
MARTOND

-41ASSACHUSETTS
2,198"
2.585

0

.
II .

J",..
84
82

-- AIICHIGAN 13,845 4 62
'-,MINNESOIA 12,302 26 ''57

:AIISSISSMPI 2.090 48 :19
MISSOURI .: : .3',06.7 0 . '54

MONTANA ' ':V1t945 62 : 2.3

NEBRASKA 2,943 31 , 51
NEVADA ; 3,636 32- ::53

NEW HAMPSHIRE 256 0 34
:NEW OERSEY 2.002 0 , 84
NEW.MEXICO -33.604 58 . 16.

NEW YORK b 11,155 17 61
NORTH CAROLINA 18,863 8 20
NRRTN DAKOTA 6,727 59 la

OHIO , . 3076 0 76
OKLAHOMA 49,242 3 44
-OREGON 8,638 13 5e
PENNSYLVANIA 2,537 0 70
RIME ISLAND 876 0 8-6,

SPUN CAROLINA 1,562 16 .. 33'

' SOOFH DAKOTA 15,925 '63 18

TENNESSEE T;3W 0 60

TEXAS : 11,130 1 73
UIAIL 7.159 34 53

;1PeR0011J 273 0 14

VUOINIA 2,017 1 70
HASHINGTO-N . 17,741 29 50
WEST VIRGINIA '43 0, -28

WISCONSIA 9,6 6 31 , 45
WY0I451140 2,4 58 25

U. -S. TOTAL : 429,317 , 26 '46 s

DEFINING FIVE STATE-GROUPS.

4. SUMMARY INDICATORS +

. COL.1 COL.2 COL.3 PART. A

>3500? >53? >60? IN '30?
(41' I5] (6) (7)

YES
YES YES
YES YES YES

YES
, YES YES YES

YES YES
YES YES
--+ ---
YES
YES YES

YES
YES

_

YES
YES

YES YES

YES YES
YES YES
YES YES
YES YES

---
YES
YES

YES YES
YES YES
YES YES:

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES. YES
YES YES YES .

YES YES
YES

YES YES
YE.S YES

YES YES-
YES YES .

YES
'rES YES-

----7 YES
Y,ES , -: YES YES
- ---
YES . YES YES

YES
YES

--+
YES

YE.S YES
YES
---
YES
YES

NOTE:' Calculation of percent Urban (Coldmn 3)'excludeS indians.in urban

places located on reservations. .With respe5tt to the summary

indiCatOrs, the four States :comprising Group 1 in,our:text tables
are'those-withilk"irec in Columns 4 and 5, while Group 3 States

are defined byTe'ses in Colupns.4 and 6.
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TABLE
-

D-5: RACIAL,TRIBAL, AND LANGUAGE CHARACTERISTICS OF .

SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN: 1980

Ir-TOTAL-+ +AMERICAN INDIANS EXCLUDING ESKIMO'AND ALEUT+

PROP REP PROP REP PROP REP
TRIBAL RESID.ON USE OF IND

NUMBER NUMBER AFFIL.' RESERV. LANGUAGE'
STATE [1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

ALABAMA 2,201 2,173 .673 .000 0.027

ALASKA 19,745 6,760 .916 .039 1.70T1

ARIZONA 50,377 '50,313 .905 .764 .793

ARKANSAS 2,907 2,901 .837, .000 .072

CALIFORNIA 56,520 55,770 .772 .048 .062

COLORADO 5,478 5,411 .802 . .109 .228

CONNECTICUT 1,168 1,162 .788 .010 .049

DELAWARE 314 314 .720 .000 .069

D C 137 124 .571 .000 .000

FLORIDA 4,763 4,713 .611 .036 .044

GEORGIA 2,214 2,182 .450 .001 .013

HAWAII' 505 470 .iii0 .000 .000

IDAHO 3,322 3,280 .763 .419 .294

ILLINOIS 4,484 4,359 .683 .000 .096

INDIANA 2,147 2,110- .748 .000 .026

IOWA 1,933 1,933 .827 .064 .204

KARSAS 4,173 4,136 .851 .051 .096

KENTUCKY 887 875 .589 .009

LOUISIANA 3,355 3,337 .632 .016 .038

MAINE 1,226 1,226 .911 .351 .355

MRYLAND 2,198 2,148 .644 .000 .062

MASSACHUSETTS 2,585 2,541 .803 .000 .066

MICHIGAN 13,865 13,820 .876 .038 .069

MINNESOTA 12,302 12,216 .842 .262 .159

MISSISSIPPI 2,090 2,059 .688 .487 .598

MISSOURI 3,067 3,042 .801 .000 .061

MONTANA 11,945 11,919 .850 .625 .314

NEBRASKA 2,943 2,930 .847 .315 .276

NEVADA 3,636 3,593 .848 .328 .284

NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 256 248 .745 .000 .009

NEW JERSEY w 2,302 2,249 .697 .000 .005

NEW MEXICO 33,604 33,572 .901 .585 .869-

NEW YORK 11,155 11,059 722 .167 .133

NORTH CAROLINA 18,863 18,845 .713 .075 .029

NORTH DAKOTA 6,727 6,701 .895 .587 .264

OHIO 3,376 3,316 .760 . .000 .063

OKLAHOMA 49,242 49,209 :897 .a27 .194

OREGON 8,638 8,439 .834 .130 .039

PENNSYLVARIA 2,587 2,558 .759 .000 .013

RHODE ISLAM 876, 4%76 .861 .000 .006

SOUTH CAROINA 1,502r 1,546 .653 _159 .025-
SOUTH DAKOTA 15,925 15,917 .913 .627 .'461

TENNESSEE 1,346 1,341 Z628 .000 .021

TEXAS 11,130 10,996 .724 .015 .08°4

s\
UTAH
VERMONT

7,159
273

7,148
257

.889 ,

%827
.342
.000

.501

.031

VIRG14.1 2,017 1,981 .595 .009 .039-4

WASHINRON 17,741 ,, 17,070 .862 .304 .088

WEST VIRGINIA 439 429 .482 .000 .016

WISCONSIN 9,626 9,588 .854 .315 .11,0

WYOMING 4° 2,A86 2,452 .767 .586 .328

U. S. TOTAL 429,817 413,614 0,827 .267 .298

Proportions shown in Columns 3 and 5 are fax children enrolled in public.

.school only. The number of children in homes where an Indian language

is spoken (used in calculating the 'Column 5 proportions) includes

Eskimos and Aleuts, bilt this produces an appreciable distortion,only

in .tb.e case of filkska, where an impossible value of 1.7 is*Shown. The

V correct proportion, excluding Eskimo and Aleut children, is .277, or

1,691 out of the 6,106 Indian children enrolled in public schools in

Alasa.
D-5
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TABLE D-6: EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL-AGE INDIAN POPULATION

a

STATE
TOTAL
[1]

NUMBER ENROLLED IN K-12

PRIVATE
PUBLIC ON RES.

[2] [3]

+

PRIVATE
OTHER
[4]

-ALABAMA 2,031 1,850 0 181

ALASKA 18,111 17,760 0 L. 351

ARIZONA 44,258 39,118 4,635 505

ARKANSAS 2,602 2,483 - 0 119

CALIFORNIA 52,633 49,452 116 3,065

COLORADO 4,846 4,522 0 324

CONNECTICUT 1,120 1,010 0 - 110

DELAWARE 297 275 0 22

D C 117 111 0 6

FLORIDA 4,298 4,010 12 276

GEORGIA .1,965 1,879 0 86

HAWAII 490 443 0 47

IDAHO 3,010 2,917 55 38

ILLINOIS 4,102 3,631 0 4714

INDIANA 1,963 1,753 0 210

IOWA 1,814 1,702 0 112

KANSAS 3,774 3,607 3 164

KENTUCKY 718 677 0 41

LOUISIANA 2,909 2,609 22 278

MAINE 1,103 994 74 1,35

MARYLAND 2,044 1,898 0 146

MASSACHUS TTS 2,406 - 2,238 0 168

MICHIGAN- 13,001 12,237 47 717

MINNESOT 10,947 10,102 189 656

MISSIS 1,759 1,439 256 64

MISSOUR 2,740 2,641 0 99

MONTANA 10,696 10,036 331 329

NEBRAS 2,631 2,459 77 95

NEVADA 3,380 3,012 16 352

NEW HAMPS IRE 236 218 0 18

NEW JERSE 2,107 1,789 0 318

NEW,MEXICO 28,130 24,717 2,000 1,413

NEW YORK 10,303 9,373 31 899

NORTH CAROLINA 16,987 16,581 138 268

NORTH DAKOTA 5,983 5,601 174 208

OHIO 3,059 2,839 0 220

OKLAHOMA 45,537 43,867 0 , 1,670.

OREGON c- 7,721 7380 29 31Z

PENNSYLYANIA 2,387 2,147 0 .240

RHODE ISLAND 819 720 O. 99

SOUTH CAROLINA 1,465 1,402 5 58

SOUTH DAKOTA 13,779 11,879 1,441 459

TENNESSEE 1,222 1,078 0 144

TEXAS 9,993 9,604 0 389

, UTAH 6,459 6,050 317 92

VERMONT 234 234 0 0

VIRGINIA 1,861 1,763 0 98

WASHINGTON 15,874 15,260 to' 102 512

WESJ VIRGINIA 394 394 0' 0

WISCONSIN 8,816 7,748 402 666

WYOMIN8 2,270 2,213 11 46

0,

U. S. TOTAL 387,401 e359,722 10,483 17,196

+----NOT ENROLLED---+,

PROP, OF
TO ALL 5-17

(63

170
1 634
6,119

305
3,887

632
48
17
20

465
249

. 15
312
382
1844
119
399
169
446
123
154
179
864

1,355
331
327

1,249
312
256
20
195

5,474
852

30,876
744
317

3,70
91
20

2,1

.077

.08

. 12

. 10

.0 9

.1 5

.141
54

146
098
.11t
.030
.094
.085
.086
.062
.096
. 191

. 133

. 100

.070

.069

.062

. 110

.158

. 107

. 105

. 106

.070

.078

.085

.163

. 076

.099

. 111

.094

.075

.106

.077

.065

.062

.135

.0924

.102

.098

.143

.077

. 105

.103

.084

.087.

1 4
1,1 7

7 0

9

1 6

1,8

8 0
2 6

42,4 6

NOTE: Numbers of Indian children enrolled in private schools ( he

difference between Columns 1 and 2 or the sum of Columns 3 and 4)

may be overstated in the 1980 Census reports. This is d scussed

in Chapter III, pages 38-39.
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- TABLE D-7: MEASURES

STATE

%1. ALL
DENTS
1DIAN
[13

ALABAMA 0.1
ALASKA 20.5
ARIZONA 6.3
ARKANSAS 0.3
CALIFORNIA 1.0
COLORADO .6
CONNECTICUT .1
DELAWARE . 1

D C .0
FLORIDA .1
GEORGIA .1
HAWAII .4
IDAHO li.6

ILLINOIS .2
INDIANA .1
IOWA .3
KANSAS .6
KENTUCKY .5
LOUISIANA .5
MAINE .3
MARYLAND .2
MASSACHUSETTS .1
MICHIGAN .9
MINNESOTA 1.3
MISSISSIPPI 0.1
MISSOURI 0.2
MONTANA 7.5
NEBRASKA 0.8
NEVADA - 2:2
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0.1
NEW JERSEY 0.1
NEW MEXICO 8.5
NEW YORK 1.3
NORTH CAROLINA 1.4
NORTH DAKOTA 4.9
OHIO / 0.1
OKLAHOMA 11.1
OREGON 1.5
PENNSYLVANIA 0.3
RHODE ISLAND 0.1
SOUTH CAROLINA 0..1

SOUTH DAKOTA 6.3
TENNESSEE 0.1
TEXAS 0.2
UTAH 1.5
VERMONT 0.4
VIRGINIA 0.1
WASHINGTON 2.5
PEST VrRGINIA 0.1
WISCONSIN 1.1
WYOMING 2.0

U. S. TOTAL .0.8

OF CONCENTRATIONS OF INDIANS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 1976

+PROPORTION IN SCHOOLS WHEiteINDIANS ARE:+

TOTAL
INDIAN LESS THAN 5 TO UNDER 20 PERCENT

STUDENTS 5 PERCENT- ea PERCENT OR MORE
[23 [31 [4] [53

1,039 .436 .564 .000
18,295 .012 .277 .712
30,803 .208 .106 .685
1,573 .415 .050 .535

41,293 .717 .241 .042
3,163 .740 .140 .120

882 1.000 .000 .000
145 1.000 .000 .000
22 1.000 .000 .000

1,995 0.949 .051 .000
562 1.000 4.000 .000
635 1.000 .000 .000

3,091 .642 .244 .114
4,171 .626 .012 .363
1,357 .719 .281 .000
1,892 .567 .117 .316
2,950 .814 .137 .049
3,553 .051 .000 .949
4,103 .612 .388 .000

735 .969 .031 .000
1,924 1.000 .100 .000
1,407 0.574 .041 .385

17,413 0.630 .297 .074
11,417 0.399 .478 .122

353 1.000 .000
2,197 0.736 ..0t00p1 .193
13,351 0.203 .167 .630
2,568
3,138

0.542
0.421

.074

.579
.36 5

0

162 1.000 .000 ..000
1,736 0.418 .000 .582

23,601 0.114 .137 .749
10,535 , 0.416 .099 .485
16,050 0.244 .155 .601
6,208 0.154 .107 .738
2,104 1.000 .000 .000

65,257 0.127 .318 .555
7,257 0.603 .302 -095
6.540 0.177 .000 .823

247 1.000 .000 .000
625 1.000 .000 .000

9,121 0.166 .277 .556
444 1.000 .000 .000

4,822 0.777 .001 .222
4,648 , 0.606 .108 .285

387 \ 0.152 .608 .840
1,126 0.859 .141 .000

19,056 0.563 .294 .143
224 1.000 .000 apoo

10,318 0.477 .224 7298
1,767 0.285 .233 2

368,262 0.373 .217 0.410

NOTE: For a discussion of these data, see pages 23-24 and 32.

^ ***
*: ! . K's
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STATE

TABLE D-8: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

+BIA-OPERATED SCHOOLS+

1970 INDIAN
POVERTY RATE TOTAL
ALL AGES NUMBER ENROLLMTS

[1] [2) [3]

FOR INDIVIDUAL STATES

+--506 FORMS

# OF PART A
TRIBAL SCHLS LEAS IN

IN 1931 UNIVERSE
[43 '[5]

SAMPLE-+

LEAS IN
SAMPLE

[6]

ALABAMA - 0 6 1

ALASKA 32 45 3,393 34 6

ARIZONA 60. 42 13,217 2 50 10

ARKANSAS 0 ' 1
0

CALIFORNIA 21 . 1 588 0 10e, 13

COLORADO - .
0 6 0

CONNECTICUT 0 1- 1

DELAWARE 0 0 0

D C
FLORIDA 1 77

0 0

1

0
1

GEORGIA 0 0 0

NAME 0 0 0

IDAHO
ILLINOIS

2 8 1

1

INDIANA 1 0

IOWA 2 0 .0

KANSAS 5 1

KENTUCKY 0 0

LOUISIANA 3 1

MAINE 1 1

MARYLAND 5 1

MASSACHUSETTS 2 0

MICHIGAN 23 1 74 8

MINNESOTA 38 2 4

MISSISSIPPI 7 1,319 0 0 0

MISSOURI 0 1 0

MONTANA 45 4 29 5

NEBRASKA 0 8 1

NEVADA 1 507 2 10 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE 0 0 0

NEW JERSEY 0 1

NEW rEXICO 54 38 8,438 5 41

NEW YORK ' 22 0 13 2

NORTH CAROLINA 44 1 1,335 0 20 3

NORTH DAKOTA 7 3,387 1 2

OHIO 4 0

OKLAHOMA 38 6 1,266 217 25

OREGON 26 1 273 23 3

PENNSYLVANIA -- 0 0

RHODE ISLAND 1 0

SOUTH CAROLINA 0 0

SOUTH DAKOTA 56 19 4,339 3 24 4

TENNESSEE - 0 0

TEX;S 23 3 1

UTH - 3 1,213 12 2

VENT 1 0

VIRGINIA - 2 0

WA3HINGTON 29 63 7

N:ST VIRGINIA - 0

-WISCONSIN 32 30 4

WYOMING 6 1

U. S. TOTAL 38 172 39,357 31 85-9 116

SOURCES:
Col. 1: American Indians, Vol. 2, No. 1F, 1970 Census ofiPopulation.

Cols: 2 and 3: Statistics Concerning Indian Education, FYY1979. U.S.

Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Office of Indian

Education Progranis.
Col. 5 shows the slumber of LEAs with Part A fanding in 1979-1981 and

at least 31 Indians counted for participation.

1)-8
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STATE

(
TABLE D-9: OCR REPORTS OF INDIAN ENROLLMENTS,

+---178 ADJUSTED---+*--1976 ENROLLMENTS-+

TOTAL.
ALL LEAS

[13

IN LEAS
<300
[2]'R

TOTAL
[3] '

% CHANGE
FROM 1976

[4]

ALABAMA 1,039
ALASKA 18,295
ARIZONA 30,803
ARKANSAS 1,573
CALIFORNIA 41;293
COLORADO 3,163
CONNECTICUT 882
DELAWARE 145
D C 22
FLORIDA 1,995
GEORGIA 562
HAWAII 635
IDAHO 3,091
ILLINOIS 4,171
INDIANA 1,357
IOWA 1,892
KANSAS 2,950
KENTUCKY 3,553
LOUISIANA 4,103
MAINE 735
MARYLAND 4,924
MASSACHUSETTS 1,407
MICHIGAN- 17,413
MINNESOTA 11,417
MISSISSIPPI 353
MISSOURI 2,197
MONTANA 13,351
NEBRASKA 2,568
NEVADA 3,138
NEW HAMPSHIRE 162
NEW JERSEY 1,736
NfW MEXICO 23,601
NEW YORK 10,535
NORTH CAROUNA 16,050
NORTH DAKOTA 6,208
OHIO 2,104
OKLAHOMA 65,257
OREGON 7,257
PENNSYLVANIA 6,540
RHODE ISLAND 247
SOUTH CAROLINA 625
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,121
TENNESSEE 444
TEXAS ) 4,822,
UTAH 4,648
VERMONT 387
VIRGINIA 1,126
WASHINGTON . 1905,

WEST VIRGINIA 221
WISCONSIN '10,318-
WYOMING 1,767

0

.2,366
690

7

1,175
34
2

7

11

190
149

0

36
0

123
310
184

0

94
3,002

777
20
5
1

27
19
0

1,411
1

8,654
215

0

0

0

466
0

29
1

14
0

1,129
0

28
543

U. S. TOTAL 368,262 21,799

839 -19.2
20,998 14.8
32,206 4.6
1,132 -28.0

43,388 5.1

i:7537
-14.4

9 74.5
187 29.3
26 18.2

1,500 -24.8
549 -2.3

, 387 -39.1
3,038 -1.7
2,121-

775 =VIA)
1,361 - 28.1
3,089 4.7

355 -90.0
3,777 -7.9

608 -17.3
1,554 19.Z

921 -34.5
17,353 -0.3
10,680 -6.5

344 -2.5
1,261 -42.6

\ji:240
-7.1
-1.1

2,623 -16.4
83 -48.7

846 -51.3
23,786 0.8
5,925 -43.8
16,838 4.9
6,.170 -0.6
2,124 1.0

65,743 0.7
6,748 -7.0
1,082 -83.5

316 28.0
828 32.5

8,664 -5.0
340 -23.4

4,420 -8.3
5,403 16.2

178 -54.0
827 -26.6

16,424 -13.8
133 -40.6

9,883 -4.2
1,417 -19.8

1976 -TO 1980

+---11380 ADJUSTED---+

% CHANGE
TOTAL FROM 1978
[5] [6]

1,488 77.3
18,841 -10.3
20,644 -35.9
1,647 45.5

33,186 -23.5
2,962 9.4

768 -50.1
128 -31.5
29 11.5

1,561 4.1
458 -16.6
3,82 -1.3

4,5US 48.4
,1622915 1.9

1,021
18.1

-25.0
2,344 -24.1

348 -2.1
2,912

1,1n

-22.9
-40.8
-23.9

1,328 44.2
14,629 -15.7
12,751 19.4

607 r 76.5
1,046' ' -0.0

.16,794 35.4
6,163 142.7
3,054 16.4

68 -17.7
954 12.7

20,996 -11.7
4,690 -20.8
18,153 7.8
2,925 -52.6
2,151 1.2

56,136 -14.6
7,837 16.1
3,572 ;30.1

454 43.7
822 -0.7

8,895 2.7
309 -9.0

4,353 -1.5
6,125 13.4

59 -67.0
833 0.7

24,384 48.5
118 -1-1.1

$ ' 6,977 -29.4
1,520 7.2

348,438 -5.4 326,551 -6.3

NOTE: Since the 1978 and 1980 OCR surveys did not cover LEAs with total
enrollments under 300, the figures for these years have been
adTtsted to include Indian students reported in 1976 in sinaN LEAs
(Column 2).
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TABLE D-10: COMPARISONS OF 1980 SiMPLE, COMPLETE-COUNT, RACE,.AND ANCESTRY DATA

+-TOTAL INDIAN5 +INDIAN ANCESTRY NOT RACE+

RATIO OF INDIAN
COMPLETE SAMPLE RACE RATIO TO

COUNT -TO C-C (SAMPLE) TOTAL jr\ RACE TOTAL
STATE El] ' E2] E3] E4] E5]

ALABAMA 2,008 1.096 2,201 7,957 3:615
ALASKA 11,623 1.006 19,745 604 0.031
ARIZONA 50,144 1.005 50,377 2,020 , 0.040
ARKANSAS 2,236 1.300 2,907 6,619- 2.277
CALIFORNIA 50,339 -1.123 56,520. 15,289 0.271,

-COLORADO 4,730 1.158 5,478 1,733 0.316
CONNECTICUT 1,050 1.112 1,168 791 0.677
DELAWARE 264 1.189 314 28'7 0.914
D C

-I,.
152 0.901 137 . 287 2.095

FLORIDA 4,120 1.156 4,763 8,106 1.702
GEORGIA 1,690 1.310 2,214 8,155 3.683
HAWAII 535 0.944 505 197 , 0.390
IDAHO 3,404 0.976 4 3,322 787 , 0.237
ILLINOIS 3,985 1.125 4,484 5,770 1.287
INDIANA 1,871 1.148 2,147 7,272 3.387
IOWA 1,652 1.170 943 0.488
KANSAS. 3,832 1.089

,t,933
4,173 2,554 0.612

KENTUCKY 731 1.213 887 7,216 8.135
LOUISIANA t, 3,431 0.978 3,355 3,346 0.997
MAINE 1,283 0.956 1,226 679 0.554
MARYLAND 2,103" 1.045 2,198 2,857 1.300

MASSACHUSETTS - 1,920 1.346 2,585 ,763 0.295
MICHIGAN 12,489 1.110 13,865 5,664 0.409
MINNESOTA 11,404 1.079 12,302 485 . 0.056
MISSISSIPPI 1,816 1.151 2,090 27766 1.323
MISSOURI 2,858 1.073 3,067 6,595 . 2.150
MONTANA 11,661 1.024 11,945 590 0.049
NEBRASKA 1.003 2,943 512 0.174
NEVADA

,2,933
3,712 0.980 3,636 433 0.119

NEW HArPSHIRE 291 0.880 246 318 1.242 #

NEW JERSEY 1,921 1.198 2,302 1,865 .810
NEW MEXICO 33,073 1.016 33,604 1,143 .034
NEW YOLK 9,820 1.136 11,155 5,920 .531

CAROLINA 18,513 1.019 18,863 6,448 .342_NORTH
NORTH DAKOTA 6,709 1.003 6,727 1)85 .028
OHIO 2,830 1.193 3,376 . 9,770 .894
OKLAHOMA . 48,9,05 1.007 49,242 1,0,469 .213

OREGON 7,794 1.108 80638 2,877 .333
PENNSYLVANIA 2,259 1.145 2,587 2,826 1.092
RHODE ISLAND 790 1. 1.8..2. 876 306 0.349
SOUTH CAROLINA 1,452 1.076 1,562 3,006 1.924
SOUTH DAKOTA 15,321 1.039 15,925 283 0.018
TENNESSEE 1,016 1.325 1,346 8,878 6.596
TEXAS 8,925 1.247 11,130 14,917 1.340
UTAH 6,767 1.058 . .7,159 397 0.055
VERMONT 260 1.050. '273 248 0.908
VIRGINIA 1,906 1.058 2,017 5,618 2..785

WASHINGTON * 17,565 1.010 , .17,741 3,134 p 0,177
WEST VIRGINIA 320 1.372 439 3,844 8.756
WISCONSIN 9,320 1.033. 9,626 741 0.077
WYOMING 2,096 1.186 2,486 474 0.191

U. S. TOTAL 405,829 1.059 429,817 185,146 0.431

---, NOTE: "Indian ancestry children" had no second (non-Indian) ancestry

reported, but were not reported to be American Indian, Eskimo, or

Aleut on the Census race question. !
.
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